NOTES ON THE MEETING
OF THE
KIAMATH FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
HELD 1-2 MARCH 1990
IN ARCATA, CALIFORNIA

1 _MARCH

The meeting was convened at 9 a.m. by vice chair Sue Masten. Alternates
attending were: Danny Jordan for C.L. Marshall, and Gary Smith for Charley
Fullerten. Spike Naylor arrived late in the worning (see attendance roster,
Attachment 1).

Correction and approval of minutes and azenda.

The following additions were requested to the printed agenda (Attachment 2}
0 Discussion of water issues and Bureau of Reclamation operations.
o PFMC amendment process...whether the Klamath Council has additional
options to harvest rate management they would like PFMC to distribute

for public comment.

o Guidance to Klamath Field QOffice on travel the Council feels is
essential for conduct of Council business.

Undate on pending legislation.

Sue Masten read an update, provided by Bruce Taylor, on current status of
amendments to the Magnuson Act and on draft legislation related to high seas
driftnetting {Attachment 3).

Review of fisherv management plans proposed for 1990,

Spring chineok net harvest plan.

Craig Tuss provided a revised report on stock status and run size projection
(Attachment 4), as requested at the last meeting. The run size projection is
reduced to 146,000 from the projection of about 25,000 presented at the last
Council meeting. Craig alsc provided Attachment 5, showing the effect {Table
17a) of wvarying levels of net harvest on other spring chinook harvests and
egscapements.

Sue Masten asked the Council to review Craig’s material and provide
recommendations on level of spring chinook net harvest. Council response is
needed now so the commercial fishery won't be delayed as in 1989. Sue
emphasized that the Yurok/BIA proposal is for a test commercial fishery, with
an objective of gathering biolegical and market data. The lavel of the 1990
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commercial fishery should not be considered an allocation of spring chinook .
harvest, and spring chincok harvest should not ba allocated until more

information is available on the stocks and on all harvests, including the

ocean harvest (see Attachment ¢ for detalls of the Yurok position). Comments
included;

o Q: Escapement goals for spring chinook? A: (Tuss): Trinity Hatchery
needs 3,000 adult spawners. The Trinity Restoration Program has
identified a goal of 6,000 natural spawners for the Trinity River, but
bielogical basis of this ifsn’'t known... may just be an interim
restoration target. WNo escapement goals for the Klamath side.

o Q: Any run timing differences between Klamath and Trinity springs?
A: Little direct information on Klamath or lower Trinity stocks.

0 Q: Your proposal is a test commercial fishery target of 5,000 springs,
plus the Yurok and Hoopa subsistence harvests? A: Yes,

o {(Martin}: Tuss's data (Attachment 5) indicate the additional harvest
you propese make it unlikely that escapement needs of Trinity Hatchery
would be met. I suggest the Indian community adjust subsistence
harvests to allow for a commercial spring chincok fishery within an
overall target for net harvest. HNote that run size could deviate well
below Craig’s projection, and we should consider that possibility.
Response (Masten): Do you propose to reduce other fisheries
proportionately, in consideration of the projected small run of
springs?

o (Martin): This has already happened. Ocean harvest rate for springs
is much less than for falls...maybe 2/3 as high. Reduction in the KMZ
troll fishery to protect Klamath falls apparently has had the effect
of reducing ocesan catch of springs. This is reflected in increased
Trinity River escapements of recent years. Response (Masten): If the
Council finds that 1990 stock size is too low to permit a commercial
net fishery, other fisheries taking Klamath springs should be
reexamined.

o Would like information on impacts of the proposed fishery on summer
steelhead. Response (Tuss): 1989 commercial spring fishery took an
estimated seven steelhead. Net mesh is 7 - 7 1/2", and steelhead tend
to swim through.... summer steeslhead are smaller than winter run.

0 (Jordan): Concerned that the State of California seems to be managing
spring chinook sport angling only coincidentally ...no special
regulations proposed. Response: State proposal is to continue
managing the river sport fishery as in recent vears.

0 (Masten): Chairman Fullerton requested that all fisheries planmed for
1990 be brought to the Council for review...yet only the Yurck/BIA
proposal has been provided... we have nothing to review on other
spring chinook fisheries (see Attachment 6 for more development of
this point). This gives the appearance of discrimination. Maybe the .
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Council needs operating procedures stating how plans will be brought
for review. <(Jordan): Concur...seems like spring chinook and coho are
on the agenda only because of Indian proposals to target those stocks
for harvest. If other fisheries taking these stocks are not going to
be reviewed by the Council, maybe we should go back to concerning
ourselves solely with fall chinook.

(Martin): I would prefer to see ocean spring chinook impacts treated
as incidental to the fall chinook fisherv.

{Masten)}: This does not appear to meet requirements of the Klamath
Act,

{Reed): On the issue of discrimination against Indian harvest plans,
it is not surprising that attention should be focussed on a new
fishery in a year of low abundance. Response (Jordan}: Indian harvest
of springs should not be treated as "new".

{(Martin): The commercial fishery is new, and we should review it
closely. We don’t need to examine ongoing fisheries, such as the
gillnet subsistence fishery, in the same degree of detail. (Bingham):
Concur...don't see a need for elaborate written plans, every vear, for

ongoing fisheries... we have been provided with all the data available
on estimates of ocean catch of Klamath springs... not much mere to
report.

(Masten): Again, look at requirements of the Klamath Act.

(Martin): We will make a recommendation for the 1990 KMZ ocean sport
fishery.

(Masten): Again, we are seeking your recommendations on size of net
harvest. We will adjust to consider Craig’s new, lower run size
projection.... and we can make inseason adjustments of harvest. We
intend to protect spawning escapement needs of natural stocks and
Trinity Hatchery.

(Warrens): To estimate impacts of your proposal, should we be looking
at about the fourth line down in Table 17a {(Attachment 5)? (Masten):
Yes.

(Jordan}: We plan on harvesting springs within the range of our
traditional subsistence take. Suggest you treat the total net harvest
as one allocation.

(Martin): I hear your proposal about as follows: You would set a
harvest target of about 6,000 adult springs. Subtracting subsistence,
this would leave about 2-3,000 for the commercial harvest, size of
which would be adjusted depending on size of the subsistence harvest.
I am satisfied that your proposal to delay commercial harvest until
late May will allow natural spawners to pass through, but am concerned
about projected returns teo Trinity Hatchery, which Craig predicts at
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2100-2200, for the proposed lavel of net harvest. This is bslow .
hatchery need. What could be done if the hatchery failed to get egg
needs?

o Discussion of this eventuality: Many "natural” spawners prejecred for
the Trinity would enter the hatchery ladder if it iz lefr open: State
policy would discourage egg shipments from other basins, Egg shortage
would mostly impact the fingerling release program.

o Q: Is inriver mortality of adult springs factored into Tables 17 and
18, Attachment 57 A: {(Tuss): Ho.

Q (Reed): The commercial net harvest proposal, as now being discussed,
addresses my concerns. The target harvest size should not be
considered an Indian allocation... it is small because of projected
low stock abundance. The test fishery aspect should be emphasized...
need to monitor closely to collect needed data, and also need to
upgrade monitoring of river sport fishery and spawning escapement.
This would provide an informed basis for future allocation of spring
chinook harvest.

Fall chinook net harvest plans.

Total harvest rate and harvest allocation.

Discussion of harvest rate and escapement rate for Klamath fall chinook
included the following:

o (Masten): Yuroks are committed to the .33..34 escapement rate
recommended by the Technical Advisory Team and the PFMC,

o (Bingham): Trollers have concerns about harvest rate management as we
are practicing it.

o (Reed): Nat, given the small run size projected, which approaches the
35,000 floor for natural escapement, are you proposing an escapement
rate below .33-.347 I agree ocean fisheries are heavily regulated,
and we need to find ways to lighten the burden. (Bingham): Given the
PCFFA lawsuit on Amendment 9, I would abstain on any motion supporting
the harvest rate concept,

o (Martin): In 1989, Oregon recommended a one-year deviation below the
.33-.34 escapement rate, but were told this would be very difficult to
justify to the Secretary of Commerce... so I think we should take the

escapement rate as a given and proceed te harvest allocation.

0 {Smith): I understand our objective to be to provide a small range of
workable allocation options to PFMC.

Sue Masten concluded there is Council support, with one abstention, for an
escapementt rate of .33-.34 for fall chinook (no vete taken), and discussion




can be directed to harvest allocation. It was decided to post allocation
proposals on the wall, for discussion.

Sue distributed information (Attachment 6, pages 3} and 4) on postssason
estimates of havvest allocation for past years,

Yurok allacation proposal.

o Ocean/inriver harvest rate = . 30/.60,

o Projected harvest of Klamath fall chinook = 7%,000 ocean, 42,000
inriver.

o Rationale:
o0 Provide equity...make up for low inriver harvest rates of past
Vears.
oo Meet subsistence needs and provide a commercial gillnet harvest
of about 10,000 fish.
Clarifying discussion included:
o Q: Doesn’t this harvest rate combination violate the 5-year agreement?
A: (Masten) Yes...but the harvest rate combinations have violated the

agreement every year since it was written - in faver of ocean harvest.

California oceazn troll fisherv allocation proposal.

o Ocean/inriver harvest rate combination = .50/.30.
o] Projected harvest of Klamath chinock = 125,000 ocean, 14,000 inriver.
o Rationale:

oo  Meets minimum needs of the ocean fishery.

oo  Allows ocean fishery reasonable access to other stocks.

oo Given that the 5-year agreement is inoperative, this cembination
returns us to principles worked out in 1985 negotiations.

Hoopa allocation proposal.

o Ceean/inriver harvest rate combination = .35/.525,
o Projected harvest of Klamath chinook = 87,000 ccean, 34,000 inriver.
0 Rationale:

oc  Meets 5-year agreement.

oo  Provides consistency...adheres to a long-term allocation
agreement,

oo  Protects the database from effects of year to-year changes in
harvest rate combination,



oo  Appropriate for the 19%0 stock size estimate, which is about whart
the 5-year agresment was written toward.

Clarifying discussion included:

o (Jordan) This allecation may not meet basic inriver needs,
0 (Jordan} Database is too valuable to be compromised by shifts in
harvest rate combination... we have some years of high escapements

that increase database value,

Department of the Interior provosal,

{Reed): Agree with Jordan... let’s stay with the harvest rate combination
of the 5-year agreement - it is appropriate for the projected 1990 stock
size.

Inriver sport fishing proposal.

{Bostwick}: Concur with Jordan and Reed - we are back to the abundance
levels that led to the 1987 agreement. Agree with Danny that 34,000 may be
below needs of inriver harvesters.

Oregon harvesters’' proposal (Wilkinson). .

[+ Ocean/inriver harvest rate combination = .40-.41 / .45- 44,

0 Projected harvest of Klamath chinook =~ 100-102,000 ocean, 27-28,000
inriver.

o Rationale (see Attachment 7):

oo  Each user group meets originally-identified needs.

oo  Responds to new information on contribution rates of ocutside
ocean areas.

oo  Provides equity, in terms of original agreement principles: each
fishery reduces harvest about 20% from last year.

oo Meets minimum economic needs,

oo  Provides for a troll fishery in the KMZ.

Clarifying discussion included:

o (Masten): The 1987 allocation agrsement didn't include the commercial
net harvest 28 a minimum need of Yuroks, but we now feel that it is.

o Does this proposal represent a consensus of Oregon harvesters?
{(Wilkinson): Yes,




Deean sport anzling propoesal (Hayden).

Concur with Wilkingson’s proposal.

The user group propesals were tabulated by Jim Martin as follows, with 1989
statistics provided for comparison:

Proposer Ocean/river Projected Projected Projected
harvest rate ocean inriver commercial
combination harvest harvest net harvest

Yurok .30/.60 75,0600 42,000 10,000

Hoopa L35/.52 87,000 34,000 5,000

Oregon LA/ 45 160,000 28,000 ZeYro

PCFFA .50/.30 121,000 14,000 zaro

1989 PFMC L375/.49 93,000 67,000

objective

1989 b ) 45 108,000 55,000 26,500

actual

Discussion of the allocation propesals included:

o Appears all proposals meet the total harvest rate criterion, except -
possibly - the PCFFA proposal.

o Q: Did the original principles of agreement include a harvest floer
for ceremonial/subsistence? Al (Jordan) Understanding was that
special measures would be taken if gillnet catch was projected below
12,000.

Review of propesed fall chincok harvest allocations.

Discussion of the options tabulated above included the following:

General Discussion:

o {Martin): To be realistic about options PFMC would consider, let’s
drop the Yurok and the PCFFA proposals, and send to PFMC a range of
harvest rate combinations in the middle range.

o (Masten}): The best the "middle range" of options would give us is a
5,000-fish commercial harvest... a much more severe reduction from
1989 than for the ocean harvest. If stocks are this low, let’s loock
at closing the ocean fishery.



o)

{Bingham): Adverse impacts are comparable in the twn fisheries when .
you consaider there are ten times more licensed harvesters in the tyoll
fishery than in the gillnet fishery.

o (Masten): Troll fishery can access other stocks... suggest vou shift
effort to those in 1990.

o Q: What are ceremonial/subsistence needs in a low-abundance year? A:
(Jordan) We have made the mistake in the past of identifying a number
and having it used against us... don’t wish to do so again.
Subsistence harvests of past vears don't represent our true
subslstence need, since they were constrained for conservation of
spawner escapement.

o (Martin): To understand the tribal proposals I have to be told how you
calculate estimates of commercial harvest... which means I have to
know your estimate of 1990 ceremonial/subsistence.

o (Masten):@ For Yuroks, you could figure 10,000 fish in the estuary, and
6,500 in Area II, based on past harvests,

o (Martin): So it appears you calculate allowable commercial net harvest
by:

oo  Multiplying the inriver harvest allocation by 3/4 to estimate the
Indian share.

oo  Multiplying the Indian share by 4/3 to estimate the Yurok share.

Tele} Subtracting 16,000 from the Yurok share to estimate allowable
commercial harvest.

o (Masten): Yes. Remember, we don’'t consider subsistence to be
negotiable,

o {(Reed): Given that stock abundance in 1990 is aboutr at the level of
the mid 1980s, why can’t we agree on the allocation contained in the
1987 agreement, as Jordan proposes? (Bingham): Because impacts of
that allocation are greater than we anticipated... 50% reduction in
fishing opportunity in ocutside areas, and more than that in the KMZ.
(Masten): The inriver fisheries have been shorted every year since the
agreement was signed... our proposal attempts to redress some of that
inequity.

o (Wilkinson, Reed, Warrens, Naylor): Agree with Martin that the best we
can probably do is agree on a fairly narrow range of harvest rate
combinations... let’s try to do that in this meeting.

Discussion ensued as to whether it would be sufficient to agree on a range
of harvest allocations, or whether there should be an attempt to identify
acceptable/unacceptable regulatory measures to achieve the allocations.
Example: Whether to request the PFMC to provide for a KMZ troll fishery in
their public comment options.




{Martin): I understand the desired product of this discussion to be: a
range of occean/inriver harvest rate combinatiens, with matching escapement
goals; and some recommended management options, such as provisions for EMZ
fisheries.

It was left that Council members would estimate management/dampening
measures needed to meet objectives of each alloecation option, then report
these to the group tomorrow,

Sue Masten commented again that only Yurok/BIA managers have provided the
Council with a written harvest plan for rveview... provided at the last
Council meeting. The Council should formally adopt procedures for
requiring these plans, and for content of plans. Klamath Field 0Office

should review and report on requirements of the Klamath Act on this matter.
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Oregon proposal.

o Q: Deoes the calculation of 20% harvest reduction refer to Klamath
impacts only? A: (Wilkinson) Yes.

o (Masten): I don’'t agree thatr this proposal reduces all harvests
equitably. The projected inriver harvest of 27-28,000 is only
1/2 - 1/3 of harvests of recent years.

o {(Boley): The Oregon proposal is for a reduction of about 20% from the
minimal needs defined in the 1985 discussions - not reductions from
recent harvest levels.

Proposed river sport fishery (incliudes some discussion of spring chinook
fishery).

Discussion included:

a (Masten, Jordan): The Council has never reviewed and commented on CDFG
sport regulations and harvest monitering plans... we need to do this.
Response (Odemar): We provided a detailed report on monitoring of the
fall sport fishery at the last meeting. (Naylor): To review
regulation changes, the Council needs to consider the schedule of the
California Fish and Game Commission, where regulations are adopted.

We will insure the Council is on the Commission mailing list.
Feok sk sk d R R R R R R R R R R R R R sk s ks sk kb ko ok ok

o (Odemar): The only river regulation change we were considering was in
angling hours, to benefit gillnetters. There was no support for this
at the inriver harvesters’ meeting 15 February, so I removed that item
from the package of CDFG recommendations to the F& Commission.
Klamath Council should look over the recommendations of the inriver
harvesters from their 15 February meeting (Attachment 8). If you sees
a need for regulation changes, let us know. (Masten): Inriver sport
representatives agreed to educate anglers to move out of the way of



nets being set, so we felt a regulation was not needed. Likewise, .
netters will move accommodate travel of spert boats.

o (Bostwick): Inriver harvest sharing will remaln as it has for several
years: 23% sport, 75% Indian.

o G: Level of confidence in the estimates of sport take? A: (Baracco):
For fall chineok, our standard is +/-20% of the estimate, at 95%
confidence. For the Trinity spring chinook fishery, we haven’t
calculated confidence interval...probably pretty wide.

0 (Reed): Seems prudent for the Klamath Council to advise CDFG that more
extensive harvest monitoring i1s needed for angler harvest of spring
chinecok, given the low state of the run. (Odemar): You are assuming
our harvest estimates are poor. Let’s confirm that before we commit
to more monitoring effort. I think a better use of rescurces would be
improved estimates of run sizes of natural stocks.

o (Jordan): Notes voiding of interagency Memc of Agreement on law
enforcement. . .because of State law on cross-deputization.

XM7Z sport harvest (Martin).

Jim reported on the February 16 ocean harvesters’ meeting which produced
the proposal he will describe (see Ocean Harvesters minutes Attachment 9).
Issues identified at that meeting included:

0 Concern over the unanticipated large sport chinook harvest in the KMZ
in 1989... about three times the harvest projected by the Klamath
Ocean Harvesters Model (KOHM).

o Concern over the high Klamath contribution rate to the 1989 KMZ sport
fishery... estimated Klamath chinook take was areund 17,000, compared
with predicted 7,000,

o Desire to insure against another runaway fishery, in 1990,
The ocean harvesters' proposal for a 1990 KMZ sport fishery includes:
o Season: 1 May-9 September...an earlier closure than in 1989.

o Special seasons: Eel River fishery (Punta Gorda to Trinidad Head, to
six miles offshore) until October 31. This is the same as the special
Eel troll fishery in 1989. A special late Chetco fishery would also
be considered.

o Bag limit: 2 salmon/day, 6 fish In 7 days. Dampening requirement,
from 1 July to 15 August, of no more than ome chinook per day. In
1989 a ratio fishery was written into regulations but was not
implemented because it was tied to a harvest trigger that was not
reached,
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Sport gquota! nene.
Ratiocnaie:
a0 With the ratio fishery dawmpener in place, this proposal should

meet sport fishery needs without undue Klamath impacts.
oo Helps KMZ peorts.

Discussion:

=

o

Q: Much problem with sport anglers distinguishing coho from chinook?
A: Don’t think so...Oregon regulations include a species key.

Q: Sport hooking mortality?  A: Probably less than 1/4.

{Baracco} Much depends on species ratio in the catch, If coho are
scarce, thers could be many chinocok thrown back during the ratio
fishery, and more mortality. Another issue: Sublegals are thrown back
gquickly, with less mortality, but legal-size fish have higher hooking
mortality. Under some conditions, a ratio fishery can be wasteful.

Q: CPUE during hot fishing in KMZ last July?
A: About 1 fish/angler/day.

(}: Estimated harvest in KMZ after 1 September 1%897
A: About 1200 chinock.

Q: Expected total chinook harvest and Klamath impact of 1990 KMZ sport
fishery? A: Total harvest about 23,000 - similar to projection for
1989 - with Klamath impact about 8,000 chinook. The ROHM is not very
accurate in predicting KMZ sport catch.

Q: Any notion of how effective a ratio fighery would have been in
dampening the 1989 harvest, had it been triggered? A: No analvsis.

Q: Is monitoring of ccean sport harvest timely enough that we can be
confident the dampening measure will work? A: About a week of lag
time in monitoring catch data.

(Hayden): To put the big 1989 KMZ sport fishery in perspective, it
still took only about 10% of the total harvest of Klamath chinook.

: Why no sport quota? A: To remove uncertainty about season length.
¥ P q i b4

Q: It appears technical analysis of this option is incomplete -
correct? (Baracco): I will advise the Salmon Technical Team to model
the proposal at "full impact” = good weather. This would test
effectiveness of the ratio fishery as a dampener. With average catch
rate of <1 fish/angler/day, the dampener wouldn’'t do much. Harvest
from that kind of fishing is projected at about 20,000,
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o {Masten): Given the fishing power of the KEMZ sport fleet, and the
projected low run size, I would like the Tech Team to look at

effectivensss of the dampener,
ks oo e sk e e e st R SR T et e sk e s e o sl e e e ek

o (Martin): We can expect PFMC to put this option through technical
analysis, if it goes out for public review.

o (Hayden): 1989 was an unusual vear...¥XMZ sport fishery may not do as
well again for many vyears.

Proposed net fisheries.

Yurck/BIA proposal.

{Masten): Our proposal for commercial and subsistence harvests of fall
chinook on the Yurok Reservation was provided last meeting (see
Attachment 15 to notes of 5-6 February meeting). Any comments?

° (Martin): Appreciate vour intent to foeus effort on Trinity 3s
...this will spare scarce 4s. (Masten): We are still getting
comments from Yurck members on this option, as well as from the
Klamath Council... this is still just a proposal. We would want
to get credit for increased vulnerability of 3s, in terms of

increased harvest allocation.
) Q: When will BIA regulations be ready? A: Should be precty firm .

by next week.

Hoopa proposal.

(Jordan): Hoopas plan to experiment with a nonfatal fishing method,
such as a weir, This would allow targeting on hatchery fish.

Discussion:

0 If Hoopas will be able to sort live fish, shouldn’t the Council
ask CDFG to mark hatchery fish to facilitate this? Maybe the
Klamath Fishery Restoration Program could fund.

o Would want to see that the nonfatal fishing technique is
effective before investing in extensive marking.

More on propeosed ocean troll fisheries,

{Discussion deferred to tomorrow)
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Proposed 1990 coho salmon fisheries.

Ocean fisheries.

{Martin): Coheo are managed as an aggregate of Oregen and California ceastal
stocks. Manapgement objective is to protect spawning escapement of natural
stocks. Harvest rate objective is 5. At low steck size, allocation
shifts from twrell to sports. Ccho abundance in 1990 is projected to be
low, so coho available to trollers will be down substantially from 1989...
which means less opportunity to substitute coho for chinook.

Discugsion included:

o 3: Any information on impacts of ocean fisheries on Klamath coho?
A Only information is on impacts on the aggregate stock. Ocean stock
size of Klamath coho is unknown., Only abundance information is on
hatchery returns, and some sport harvest data.

o {Masten): Request a Tech Team report on data available on Klamath
coho. (Martin): Good idea, but don’'t expect the level of

sophistication we have on Klamath chinook.
oo sk R e A ek e s ok ook bk ook ek sl ek ek oo e

Inriver fisheries.

See last page of Attachment 6 for Yurok/BIA position statement on Kiamath
Coho stocks.

2 MARCH

Discussion of ocean fall chinocok fisheries proposed vesterday.

Alan Baracco distributed Attachment 10, displaying management (dampening)
measures assoclated with the several proposed ocean harvest rates.

The first page displays projected landings of Klamath chinook calculated by

applying harvest effort and stock distribution data, averaged over 1986-89,
to the projected 1990 stock sizes for Klamath, Sacramento, and Rogue chinook
stocks, All time/area cells are set te a base exploitation condition (full

seasons north and south of the KMZ, full sport season in the KMZ, and a RMZ

troll guota of 46,000).

The second page displays 1990 Klamath impacts with dampeners like those of the
1989 season being applied. Note how two-week block clesures cut the Fort
Bragg fishing effort, but also shifted fishing effort to the south. Note also
that a KMZ sport chinoock catch of 23,100 (Klamath impact of 6330) is
projected.
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The third page of Attachment 10 displays effects of various combinations of .
dampening measures In achieving the various levels of ocean harvest rates
called for in allocation options presented vesterday.

Plscussion of page 3 included:
o Q: Do block clesures apply to same areas as last vear? Al ves,

o Q: Did you consider a KMZ quota of 15,0007 A: No. The three levels
of KMZ quota considered (46,000, 25,000, and zero) were chosen
arbitrarily, for illustration.

o Q: What is your confidence in the effort reductions for 3 days on / 4
days off? This dampener could be more effective than you display
here... may cause large boats to leave the aresa,. A: No confidence
limits... no history of use of this dampener... our findings are based
on experience in the Fort Bragg fishery in 1988, when we saw litrle
effort reduction from 4 on/3 off fishery. We assume that 3/4 and 4/3
would be .78 and .5 respectively, as effective as the same number of
days of block closures.

o Q: How would the block closures be distributed north and south of the
KMZ?  A: They would not have to be simultaneous, although the biggest
effect in both areas would be in July.

o Q: Would Salmon Technical Team accept this analysis? A: There would
be some discussion, but I don’t expect their conclusions to differ
much from ours.

o Q: The .30 ocean harvest rate option seems to cut the heart out of the
Fort Bragg and Coos Bay fisheries, as well as KMZ troll ...so where
would the fish be caught? A: KMZ sport, north Oregon, San Francisco,
and some Coos Bay and Fort Bragg catch.

0 Q: Where are sport fisheries in Coos Bay and Fort Bragg accounted?
A: lumped with troll fishery, because these are small fisheries. We
did not assume, however, that sports would be subject to block
closures,

o Considering how stringent these dampeners will be on the troll
fishery, shouldn’t we give more thought to reducing sport fishing to
spread the pain? (Martin): Might be politically valuable, but the
KMZ sport catch is projected to include only 7-8,000 of 93,000 Klamath
chinook projected to be caught in the ocean - assuming 1989 regs - so
there isn’t much to be gained by cutting the sport fishery.

o Attachment 10 doesn’t appear to consider the ratio fishery dampener
propesed for the KMZ sport fishery. (Baracce): I don’t think that
dampener will have much effect, given low stock size. The ratio
fishery is still a good idea, in giving protection in the unlikely
event of high fish availability.




(Masten): Assuming ratio fishery is not going to affect Klamath
impact, am concerned about possible excessive sport catch of scarce
hg. Response: Page 2 of Attachment 10 shows sport cateh of 4s is
mostly in July and August, which is the period of the proposed ratio
fighery. More constraint of sport cateh will impact XKMZ ports, and
will reduce catch of coho and other chinook stocks,

(Hayden): We have seen ample evidence that the XMZ sport fishery has
little impact on Klamath chinook, so propose we stop considering any
further dampening of that fishery. (Martin}: No fishery is exempt
from these negotiationa. North Oregon sport anglers face a
constrained cohe season, and are concerned about the relatively
unconstrained coho sport fishery in the KMZ... and will express
themselves at PFMC.

(Reed): Suggest that, in future years, the analysis of dampeners
include consideration of block closures for the KMZ sport fishery.
(Bostwick): But, remember the importance of an assured season length
for sport angling.

(Warrens): 1 share concerns about effectiveness of KMZ sport
dampeners. North of Cape Falcon, we have had sport seasons of 9 and
25 days in the last two years... KMZ sport fishery seems relatively
unconstrained.

(Bingham): Would like to see increased enforcement of sport fishing
regulations in the KMZ... concerned that CDFG is shorthanded.

(Martin): Page 3 of Alan’s material (Attachment 10) illustrates why
the 3-year agreement hasn't worked. Look at the fourth line down...
ocean harvest rate = .35, which was the rate agreed to in 1987. If
trollers had known at that time that a 38-day block closure would he
required to dampen harvest to a .35 level, I doubt Nat would have
signed. We thought that ocean fisheries outside the KMZ took a total
of 25% of Klamath chinook 4s, when in fact the impact is much greater.
(Masten): No, we inriver harvesters knew about the high outside
contribution rates, and built this information into our negotiations.
(Martin): Am surprised at this... thought we were all working from the
same base of technical information.

(Martin): Let's review options displayed on Baracco’s page 3. I
submit that the proposal for a .50 ocean harvest rate will not be
considered by PFMC... impacts on river fisheries are too severe. Now
we see the constraints needed to achieve an ocean harvest rate of .30,
and I think they are too severe for PFMC to comsider that option,
either. I again request that we drop these two options from our
discussion. (Reed, Warrens): Concur,

{Martin): Let's send PFMC a range of ocean harvest rates from .35 to

.40, plus a list of concerns, such as: loss of commercial net fishery,
and block closures of trell fisheries.
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o {Bingham): Seems like we are sending a list of options that leave
neither group with viable fisheries. At lsast the extreme optioens
keep one group in business,

o (Martin): The problem Nat just stated can only be solved by finding
new ways to manage Klamath fish stocks, such as targeting hatchery
stocks, or other species. We need to get out of being held to small
harvests by the harvest rate limitation imposed to protect wild
chinook stocks.

At this point, Craig Tuss was seated as alternate to Lisle Reed. Council
members were asked to meet with constituents, during a break in the meeting,
to review fall chinook harvest allocation proposals.

Review of proposed 1990 coho salmon fisheries.

(Masten): Inriver representatives have nothing to present. We hope for an
incidental catch of coho in the fall chinook net fishery. There will be time
in future meetings to present any information we may get on projections of
this incidental catch.

{Martin): As discussed yesterday, [ would prefer to hear discussions of
incidental catches presented with proposals for the target fishery. 1 would
be satisfied with a postseason report on coho catches.

(Masten): Tech Team has been assigned to assemble information on Klamath coho

and present to the Council at some future meeting.
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Other harvest plans proposed for 1990,

(Masten): The only other anadromous fishery we plan is a lamprey fishery, from
about October through April... fishing by basket traps, hooks, or dipping.

New business,

Travel reimbursement.

Ron Iverson requested some Council guidance on meetings Council members or
technical staff should attend for conduct of Council business. Klamath
Field Office can reimburse travel costs of some members and staff, but the
Council has never formally identified which meetings are essential to the
Council mission.

Following activities were identified:

o Council meetings to be attended by Council members, the Tech Team
chair, and Tech Team members designated by the Team chair.

o Tech Team meetings to be convened by the Team chair, and attended by
Team members.
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o User group meetings to be attended by Council representatives of
appropriate user groups, and with technical support as assigned by the
Tech Team chalir. Travel foy the purpose of user group networking
should be approved by the Council and Tech Team chair on an ad hoc
hasis.

o PFMC meetings, including subgroup meetings., to be attended by the Tech
Team chair and Team members designated by the chair.

o Other technical meetings, such as discussions of water resources, to
be attended by the Council chair’'s designate on an ad hoc basis.

Craig Tuss noted that all Federally-reimbursed travel must be formally
authorized, in writing, in advance, which means adequate notice must be
provided to Klamath Field Office.

Klamath Field Office will amend the travel section of the Council Operating
Procedures to reflect the above discussion, and will present a drafc for

Council review.
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Bureau of Reclamation water update.

The Council decided to request reporting on Trinity flow projections and
Central Valley Project operations, on a regular (at least annual) basis,
Klamath Field Office was assigned to contact the Bureau of Reclamation for
this purpose. Next Council meeting will be an appropriate time for a brief
report from the Bureau. Lisle Reed left word than any specific questions
or concerns should be identified to the Bureau in advance of their

presentation, to allow them time to prepare responses,
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Concerns identified included:
o Plans for water transfers in 1990.

o How the Bureau has altered their water allocation process to take fish
needs inte account.

o Status of redraft of water marketing EIS.

Funding information collection/analysis needed for ocean harvest management

(Masten): Lack of information is a recurring problem for us. We need to
let the Klamath Task Ferce know of this need, and urge them to provide
funding.

Discussion included:
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o Task Force Is most interssted in studies that vield information eon
productivity of the Klamath basin for anadromous fish, to guide
restoration measures. Restoration Pregram funding is limited.

o (Martin): This agenda item was requested by Lisle Reed, who told me he
had in mind a symposium or other fact-finding about dynamics of ocean
mortality, and factors driving the apparent cvele of salmon abundance,
of which we are now seeing the down side. We should ask the Task
Force to consider funding such a symposium,

The Council agreed to make a proposal to the Klamath Task Force for funding
in Fiscal Year 1991. Technical Advisory Team is assigned te provide a list
of information needs to be presented at the next Council meeting. A

proposal would then be written for submittal to the Task Force.
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Review of notes of previous meetings.

Changes requested:

Notes on ocean harvester’s meeting (Attachment 9:

o On page 5, the season proposed by California sport anglers was to
close 31 October, not 1 Oectober.

o Attachment 3 table entry for Indian net catch should be 45,600 - not
53,396,

o Attachment 3 entry for 1988 spawning escapement should be 112,344, not
113,644,

Notes on ocean harvesters’' meeting of 16 February were approved with those

changes.
S L R R R e L B

Notes of Council meeting of 5-6 February 1990.

(Bingham): Page &, Leonard Masten’s law enforcement report: Add information
on numbers of fish seized in the two cases of illegal transport (74 seized
in Redding, 75 seized in Garberville).

{Warrens): Correct comment attributed to Warrens, middle of page 3: The
Federal law violation he was referring to is actually the requirement of
operators to be federally licensed. Should read: Frank Warrens suggested
Federal court prosecution for operators in violation of that law which
requires operators to posess a U.S, Coast Guard license.

Minutes of the last Council meeting were approved with those changes.
B R S  a  TTU AU UL SURE BUN NENENY
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Inrdver harvesters’ meeting of 15 Februayry 1920,

Review of these minutes was deferread.

Public comment on proposed harvest plans.

Comments included the following:

{Yurok member):

o Klamath Council should support the option that provides inriver
harvest of 34,000.,. .would at least provide a small commercial net
harvest.

{Charterboat representative):

0 Council should approve the KMZ sport regulations presented to vou by
ocean harvesters... would provide a reliable, and fairly long, season.

{Trout Unlimited representative):

o Concerned about declining steelhead numbers... the proposed late
giilnet fishery, using small-mesh nets, may harvest steelhead.

(Bureka troller):

o Minimum need of trollers is .50 ocean harvest rate, which will still
be a reduction in catch of Klamath chinook from recent years. Ocean
harvest rates in the low thirties mean shutdown of troll fishing.

o Troller support is needed in political battles over water, timber
harvest, other issues wital to Klamath fish restoration... don’'t force
us to agaln withdraw our Salmon Stamp funding, and political
involvement, by shutting us down to protect Klamath stocks.

{Humboldt Fishermen's Marketing Assoc. representative):

o 20-fish day limit in 1989 KMZ troll fishery was impractical... shows
managers don't understand troll fishery operation and economics,

o Need to improve access to hatchery stocks,

o . Need to rebuild all North Coast stocks at comparable rates, so harvest
of other stocks isn't always constrained by Klamath stock management.

0 Suggest you allow some public comment at the begimnning of each Council
meeting.
o Klamath Council should make some definite findings as to which factors

are limiting fish restoration.
o How about opening Council meetings with a prayer?
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o Q:(Bingham) Any other fisheries salmon trollers can turn tao? .
A: Crab season was poor... some boats went to Washington for crab...
some have Tished rockfish, but resource and market are
limited.. . evidence of overfishing of rockfish arcund Eureka,

(Humboldt Bay Harbor District representative):

) Understand all the Trinity Restoration Program money is going to
administration... nothing left for restoratlion work.
{Naylor): Will look into this.

o KMZ day boat trollers feel they are forgotten, lack representation on
the Council. How about providing the same season in the KMZ as in
outside areas?

(Charterboat operator):

o Concerned about comments on a "runaway" KMZ sport fishery. In an
average year, that fishery takes only about 2% of the Klamath chinoock
harvest. In 1989 it took about 10%, but that may not happen again for
years,

o] Council should adopt the ocean harvester’s recommendation for KMZ
sport regulations.

o Council should allocate percentages of Klamath chinook impact, rather
than numbers of fish,

o Klamath ocean harvest modeling should use more than just recent years
as a database.

(Moss Landing troller):

0 Minimum economic need of trollers is about 150 salmon/year for small
boats, 300/year for large boats. This equates to 600,000 fish for the
California fleet. To get this in 1990, we need the .50 ocean harvest
rate proposed by Bingham... this is our minimum need.

o KOHModel inappropriately uses high abundance years as base years...
exaggerating Klamath contribution rates projected for outside areas.

o Don’t dismiss the 4/3 dampener... it could be effective. By changing
base years and changing assumptions about 4/3 dampening effect, the
modelers might predict adequate harvests for both ocean and river.

(Yurok member):

o 4 5,000 fish commercial net harvest amounts to about $250 per
gilinetter... doesn’t cover the cost of a net.
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(Independent Troll Fishermen of Orsgon representative):

0 Troll fishery can’t withstand two-week block closures... market is
taken away by Norweglans.

o Look again at 4/3 fisherv... data from Fort Bragg on effect of
start/stop dampener on effort was inaccurate.

0 Optiong the Klamath Council is considering would cut Oregon troll coha
harvest,
o More accurate estimates of spawning escapement are needed... believe

they would reveal there are more harvestable fish.

0 Gongratulations on congenial working relations we see among Klamsath
Council members.

{(Yurok member):

o Supreme Court has said that Indians can’t be discriminated against in
conservation regulations.

o PCFFA option looks like an effort to do away with the commercial net
fishery...has racial overtones,

(Yurok member):

0 We must buy new & 1/2" nets to target on Trinity Hatchery 3-year-
olds.. .hard to pay for these from a 5,000-fish commercial catch.

{Shelter Cove troller):
o Shelter Cove fleet is small boats fishing near shore... probably have
a lower Klamath contribution rate in their catch than the Fort Bragg
troll fleet.

(Trinidad City Council member):

0 Wrongs allegedly perpetrated against the Yuroks should be redressed by
society as a whole, not just the ocean fishery.

(Charterboat operator)

o Concerned about joint venture whiting fleet, fiszshing as close as 3
miles from the Klamath mouth,

o Early and late sport fishing will not take many Klamath chinook.

o Same arguments about meeting costs made by gillnetters could be made
by charter operators.
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(Crescent City Harbor District representative):

Q

¥MZ needs a falr share of the troll harvest.

{Yurok member) ;

o]

Recommend the Council honor the 5-year agreement.
Concerned about hooking mortality during the sport ratio fishery.

Concerned about inadequate enforcement of sport fishing regulations in
the “"upper" Klamath.

{Smokshouse operator):

1+

Concerned about joint venture bycatch of salmon... salmon are found
with hake... that fishery seems politically protected from regulation
of salmon catch. They should be kept out of the KMZ from April
through September.

(Yurok member):

o Ocean and inriver harvesters should leok for commen ground, such as
controlling the joint venture salmon byecatch. Klamath Council should
act on Cthis.

{Troller):

o CDFG found that gillnetting is detrimental to the resource, yet it is
underway anyway, through Federal action,

o Support Hoopa proposal teo experiment with weir or trap capture of
salmon, to focus on hatchery stock,

o Klamath Council should seek Superfund cleanup of an abandoned copper
mine in the Klamath basin.

o Concerned about layers of bureaucracy such as Klamath Council... not
elected and hard to remove.

o Trollers are in a traditional fishery, just like gillnetters.

(Yurok member):

Q

S5-year agreement should assure us a commercial net fishery.
Fair share for Indians is half the Klamath harvest,

Appreciate efforts of the Klamath Council.
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{(Yurok member):

o Water diversions will affect all harvesters, while we fight over
allocation,

o Cloze KMZ and net commercial harvests and leave fish for sport anglers
inn 1990, .. pives better economic return,

{Forest Service biologist):

o Concerned about impact of the proposed commercial net fishery on
spring chinook... there is little data as to when natural stocks of
spring chinook pass through the lower river. Propose that monitoring
be increased.

Council responses to public comment included:

(Martin): Leave your address with Klamath Field COffice staff to get
information on salmon catch by the jeint venture fleet.

{(Bingham): Joint wventure bycatch of salmon is not large, and operators have
agreed to move when bycatch exceeds 0.2 salmon/ton of hake. If you have
information on bycatch problems, let me know.

{(Masten): Klamath Council should inform PFMC we want to be assured of
adequate monitoring of bycatch. We can include this in our report to PFMC

next week.
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Council recommendations on 1990 harvest plans.

(Masten): Let's start with fall chinook.

{Tuss): Move to send PFMC a recommendation of a .35/.52 harvest rate
combination.

Motion was seconded.
Discussion:
(Jordan): Support, for reasons stated in my proposal presented earlier.

(Warrens): Propose to amend the motion to recommend further technical analysis
of ocean harvest rates from .35 to .40...beyond the analysis by the Tech Team.

Motion to amend seconded.
(Martin): PFMC will assume our recommendation is within the range identified
by Frank. The motion amounts to expanding our recommendation from the peint

proposed by Tuss to a range... agreement on a range is probably the best we
can do, and even this range is controversial.
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(Tuss): Would prefer to try to agree on a point.

Amendment fails with one no veote (Jovrdan), one abstention.
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Next, vote on original motion fails on Warrens' no vote.
B e e

{Martin): I propose (not a motion) to ask PFMC to consider a range of options
of ocean harvest rate from .35 to .40, with:

o Inclusgion of the KMZ sport fishery recommendation of the ocean
harvesters.
! Request that FFMC examine block, week, and days/week closures as troll

harvest dampeners.

o Expression of our concern for curtailment of gilinet and troll
harvests, for economic impacts on ports, and for lost opportunities to
harvest other stocks.

Discussion:

(Hayden): By sending forward a range, we are handing our problem to PFMC...
why not try teo solve it here.

(Bingham): The range Martin proposes doesn’'t provide for a viable troll
fishery, so I can’t support. Let’'s leave it to PFMC to finish the job we have
started. (Smith): Will Califormia troll industry support any option?
{Bingham): Our own.

(Bingham): I move we send PFMC a range of ocean harvest rates from .35 to .47,
with all the caveats stated by Martin, plus the request that Klamath chinook
impacts of the KMZ spert fishery be confirmed by the Salmon Tech Team.
Seconded.

Discussion:

(Hayden): See no reason to think there will be any change in projection of
sport fishing impact.

(Smith): Upper limit of your range seems at variance with the part of the
motion that expresses concern about low harvest in the net fishery.
(Bingham): Agree - need to send PFMC the message that present management
doesn’'t leave room for both fisheries.

{(Jordan): Concerned that the .47 ocean harvest rate would harm the database.
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{Haylor): Director Bontadelll has told me that a big deviation from the 1989
target ocean harvest rate (.373) won't be considered by PFMC, so I vote no.

Motion failed on Navlor's no vote,
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{Warrens): Move to rvecommend a range of ocean harvest rate from .33 to .40.

Seconded.

Motion failed on no vote by Bingham.
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Spring chinook recommendations.

At this point, Warrens and Martin left, each commenting they favor the
Yurok/BIA proposal for a spring chinoock commercial harvest as defined
yesterday.

(Bostwick): The issue vemain of depressed natural stocks of springs, and lack
of information on them.

(Bingham): Move to endorse the proposed spring chinook commercial fishery.
Seconded.

Discussion:

{Naylor): I missed some discussion vesterday... understand the total net
harvest of springs would be about 5,000. What would be the commercial catch?

(Masten): About 2,500,

(Hayden): Concerned there will be no window in the subsistence fishery for
passage of natural stocks.

(Bingham): Share this concern, and want to insure Karuk needs are met.
(Smith): It appears there will be a cap of 5,2007 (Masten): That is a target
for Indian harvest. If subsistence exceeds expectations, we will adjust
commercial.

(Naylor): Closure of all netting still proposed for April 207 {(Masten): No.

Bingham’s motion passed by consensus,
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PFMC amendment process.

(Masten}: We need to know the PFMC process for accepting amendment options.
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{Odemar): PFMC expects any amendment options to be provided at the March .
meeting. 1f none are provided, they will go to publis review with the three

options of Item 5 of the draft Tenth Amendment {see Attachment £ o notses of

the Council meeting of 1-3 November 1989).

(Iverson): John Coon told me they would also consider the concept of managing
the Klamath fall chinook stock as a mixed hatchery/natural stock, rather than
managing for protection of natural stocks (see Attachment 6 to notes of the
Council meeting of 1-3 November 1989}, {Baracco): This eption doesn’'t appear
to be on the PFMC agenda item for Amendment options (Thursday, March 8).

Assignments to Technical Advisory Team.

Assignments include:

0 Change in net vulnerability factor, {Masten}: Please report back by
next nesting.

o Report on Klamath coho stocks and ocean harvests...tell the Council
what information is available. Report date: sometime after mnext
meeting.

(Hayden): Move to make the following long-term assignments:

] Examine CPUE as inseason management tool.

o Provide your best estimate of the status of all natural stocks, and
your plan te fill data gaps on stock status.

o] Provide an alternmative harvest plan...as identified yesterday by
Martin...something that reduces limitations on harvest imposed by
natural chinoock stocks.

o Provide a plan for marking all hatchery fish. (Bingham): Would like
to see a propoesal on this ready to present for Task Force review by

1 May.
<] Provide a technical review of the draft Task Force long-range plan.
{(Masten): A related item:

o Identify natural stocks of concern, to be identified to the Task Force
for congideration in their plan.

(Baracco): T see little likelihood we can accomplish Bob Hayden's assignments
any time soon. Another assignment we have pending:

o Provide information to PFMC on framework amendment options.
(Hayden): How about completing my assignments by November 1990, except higher

priority on the marking issue, to meet Task Force funding schedule. (Baracco):
We provided a report on marking... not sure what more is needed.
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Hayden motion seconded.
Discussion ansued on prieritizing these and other Team assignments.

{(Jordan): Would like to amend Bob’s metion to refer those assignments to the
Team for them to report back te us on recommended priorities.

Motion for amendment seconded.

Amended motion passes.
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Original Hayden motion passes.
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Ancther assignment to the Tech Team was further review of effectiveness of the

ratio fishery dampener proposed for the KMZ sport fishery.
B T U A R S

Discussion of next meeting.

(Masten): Will convene at 9 a.m., North Coast Inn, Arcata.

Return to Council recommendations on fall chinecok harvest nlans.

(Wilkinson): Earlier, I requested a recess to permit discussion of ocean
harvest issues with constituents... am repeating that regquest.

(Masten): Appears there is no room for compromise... but, granted.
Following a 15 minute recess, discusslion resumed:

(Hayden): Move to forward to PFMC the recommendation of the ocean harvesters
for KMZ sport fishery regulations.

Seconded.

{Bingham) : Move to amend Hayden’s motion, adding the condition that our
recommendation is contingent upon the Salmon Technical Team's estimate of
Klamath chinook catch by the sport fishery being within +/- 15% of the
estimate we have gotten from the Tech Team.

Discussion:

(Wilkinson): Original motion was endorsed by ocean harvester representatives
-- including PCFFA representative... see no need for this further incumbrance

. ..recommended harvest dampeners are sufficient,

Amendment is defeated, by negative vote of Wilkinson.
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Original motion passes, Bingham abstaining.
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(Bingham): Move tfo recommend, for FFMC consideration, a vange of ocean
harvest rates from .35 to .42, with the following additional considerastions:

o All the terms and conditions identified earlier by Jim Martin.

a Request that the Salmon Technical Team review stock abundance factors
in selecting base years for modeling to project Klamath contribution
rates for various ocean areas; and, if appropriate, use meore suitable
abundance factors {(wmore suitable base years than 1986-89) in modeling
the 1990 season.

Discussion:

(Bingham): My point is that vears of low stoeck abundance may be more
appropriate base years for modeling 1990,

(Tuss, Jordan): Not comfortable with the upper range of ocean harvest rates,
but reluctantly support. The range deviates considerably from previous target
ranges, which could damage our database.

Motion passes, Bostwick and Masten abstaining.
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Klamath Field Office was asked to prepare a letter conveying harvest
management recommendations of the Klamath Council to the Pacific Council

{Attachment 11},

Meeting adjourned about 3:30 p.m.
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TTACHMENT 1

KLAMATH FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

Attendance Rester, March 1-2, 1990 meeting in Arvecata, California.

Management Council Members

Nat Bingham
Virginia Bostwick

Gary Smith for E. €. Fullerton
Danny Jordan for C.L. Marshall

James Martin

Susan Masten (Chainr)
A.E. Navlor

J. Lisle Reed

Frank Warrens

¥eith Wilkinson

Others Attending

Chuck Abbott

Charles Baldwin

Jerry Barnes

Roger Barnhart

Buddy Bear

Skip and Judith Behary
Dave Blctts

lavina Bowers

Denola Dowd

Gary Dowd

W. L. Duncan

William Dwol

Gene and Connie Elmer
Todd Flannigan

John Frederick

Lloyd Gillham III
Chuck and Donna Glasgow
Bonnie Green

Karen Gruetzmachen (Allen)
Rich Haberman

Miteh Bandel

Ray Handel

Roger Hardisen

Pat Higgins

Jim Johnson

Sam L. Jones, Jr.
Bryce Xenny

Bill Leavitt

California Commercial Salmon Fishing Industry
Klamath In-River Sport Fishery

National Marine Fisheries Service

Hoopa Valley Business Council

Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife
Non-Hoopa Indians Residing in Xlamath Area
California Department of Fish & Came

U.S. Department of the Interior

Pacific Fishery Management Council

Oregon Commercial Salmon Fishing Industry

Yurok Transition Team
Crescent City Harbor District
USFS

USFW

Yurck

F/V XANADV

HFMA

Self

Klamath River Yurok

Yurok - CICRR

Shelter Cove

Fisherman

Brookings Commercial Fisher Folks
Six Rivers Trout Unlimited
Humbolt Harbor District
BIA

Six Rivers Trout Unlimited
Self (Yurok)

Indian Yurok

Indian

Commercial Fisherman
Trinidad Bay Smoke House
Self

Kier & Associates

Oregon Salmon Com.

Yurck Transition Team

City of Trinidad

MLCFA



Leslie Lollich
John Loyan, Jr
Raymond Mattz
Vlayn McCovey
Morman Mclemore
Zelma Miller
Mike Morford
Virgil Moorehead
Jackie Nix
David 0'Heilll
Karole Overburg
Dennis Pecaut
Jim Perkins
Ronnie Plerce
Jim Reiff
Kenneth Roberts
Del Robinson
Melilie Ruud
Fred Stutsman

Lisa Sundberg Brown

Rich Taylor
Richard Teanant
Diane Thresh
Jim Waldvogel
Jim Walters

Clarence Whipple, Jr

Garol Williams
Jim Witseth
Jon Wood
James Wroble
Jeff Yoon
Paula Yoon

KRCR TV

Yurok

Self

Yurok - CICRR

BIa

Self

United Anglers of California
Big Lagoon Rancheria
Indian Commercial Fisherman
Bogco Tribe

Bureau of Indian Affairs
King Salmon Charters
Pisherman

Yurok Transition Team
PCFFA/Fort Bragg

Self

Bureau of Indlan Affairs
Pequa

Leta J Charters

Yurok Transition Team
Crescent City Harbor District
Party Boats

Native American

U.C. Sea Grant

UAC-NCC

Yurok Fishery

Native American
Brookings Interests

Self

Karuk Tribe

Fisherman

Humbolt Commercial Fishermen's Wives




ATTACHEMENT 2

KLAMATH FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
MEETING AGENDA

March 1, 1880

9:00 a.m. Call to order. Review of agenda.

915

330

10:30

10:45

12:00

1:15

3:30

3:45

5 p.m.

Update on panding legisiation {Taylor).
Review of proposed fishery management plans for 1990,
o Spring chinock harvests.
oo Negotiation of total harvest rate and harvest allocation,
oo Review of specific proposed harvest plans, including: biological overview of affected
fish stocks; specifics of the harvest plan; impacts on target fish stocks; economic

assessment of fisheries; and monitoring and reporting guidelines.

oo Proposed net harvest plans (additions to information provided at last meeting, and
Council review).

ooo  Proposed river sport fishery (Council comments on information provided at last
meeting).

ooo  Proposed ocean fisheries targeting spring chinook.

Break.
Reconvene,
o Fall chinook harvests,

oo Negotiation of total harvest rate and harvest allocation.
Lunch.
Heccnvene.

oo Review of specific propesed fall chinook harvest plans.,

ooo  Proposed net harvest {Council comments on information provided at last
meeting).

coo  Proposed river sport fishery.
ooo Proposed KMZ sport fishery.
Break.
Reconvene.
o000  Proposed ocean troll fishery.

Adjourn,



2 March 1990

8:00 a.m. Reconvene. Further discussion of proposed 1990 fzll chinook fisheries,

9:30

9:45

10:30
11:00

12:00

2:30

3:60

3:30

Break,
Reconvene.
o Review of proposed 1890 coho salmon fisheries.
00 Discussion of harvest rate and harvest allocation.
o0 Review of specific proposed coho harvest plans for 1990,

ooo  River fisheries (Additions to information presented at last mesting, and Council
comment).

ooo  (cean fisheries.
Other harvest plans proposed for 1580
Public comment on proposed harvest plans.
Lunch.

Reconveneg. Council recommendations on 1990 harvest plans. Discussion of how to get
these considered in the PFMC process. .

New business.
Review of assignments to Technical Advisory Team.
Discussion of next meeting.

Adjourn.




DOUGLAS M. BOSCOD . ATTACHMENT 3 275 CANNON BURDIBG
TET DISTRICT, DALIFDRMIA WASHINGTON, DU 20813
) (202-228-331 %

SOMMITTEES . . SUITE 328
FUBLIC WORKS ; ol : ; FEGERAL BLALDING
Congress of the Wnited States

NTA A0BA 04 Y 14
MERDHANT $MARINE SANTA 80%A CA 25404

Honse of Representatives I
Iashington, BT 20915
FUREEA T4 BEBOY
(FOT-445-2058]
: ®lamath Fishery Management {ouncil

FROM: Bruce Tavlor
DATE: February 28, 19%0

RE: report on pending legislation

I will not be able to attend the Council's meeting on
Thursday. However, 1n a conversation with Ron Iverson earlier
+thig week, he indicated that members of the Council would
probably be most interested in the status of the Magnuson Act
reathorization and the high seas drift netting issue.

MAGUNSON ACT

. No action has cccurred since the House's passage February 6
of the reauthorization bill (HR 2061} reported by the Merchant
Marine and Fisheries Committee. That bill has been referred to
the Senate Commerce Committee's Subcommittes on Merchant Marine.
No hearings have vet been scheduled, and it is not clear when
acticn might occur.

HIGH SEAS DRIFT NETTING

The Magnuson Act reauthorization (HR 2061} includes
provisions in Section 108 requiring the Secretary of State to
initiate negotiations to achieve an international ban on large-
scale driftnet fishing on the high seas.

The House and Senate both alsc passed a resclution late last
yvear directing the State Department to enter into immediate
negotiations for a total ban on high seas drift netting. To
date, there has been little action on the part of the State
Department, which has already negotiated separate agreements with
Taiwan, XKorea and Japan that prohibit drift netting in specified
areas and reguire satellite monitoring of vessel locations.

The United Nations also approved a resclution in December
dealing with the driftnet issue. This may ultimately rrove to be
the most promising forum for obtaining an internaticnal agreement

. tc ban the practice.
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Summary

The following list nighlights results from the analysis of spring run chinook
stocks in the Klamath River Basin:

1. The status of natural spring chincok stocks in the Klamath River Basin is
not well documented. This report makes assumptions that must be validated
concerning levels of natural escapement and spawner success to better define
the natura! spring chinock populations in the Klamath River Basin.

2. Spring chinook from the Klamath River Basin are impacted by (in order of
estimated harvest) the ocean troll fishery, the in-river sport fishery and

the Indian net fishery.

1, The true harvest impacts on the spring chinook stock s not known due to

unmonitored in-river sport fisheries in the Klamath River and lower Trinity
River and a dip net fishery on the mainstem Klamath River at Ishi Pishi

falls. Though the magnitude of these fisheries is assumed to be small, the
assumed depleted status of natural spring chinook in the Klamath River Basin

warrants the effort.

4, Tnhe age composition of the catch in various fisheries indicates changing

yulnerabilities and exploitation rates. This is due to size regulations,
gear selectivity and maturing fish exiting the ocean fisheries during the

early segment of the typical ocean fishing season.

5. From CWT recovery information it appears a number of returning adults of
hatchery origin are escaping to areas outside the hatchery to spawn.

6. A run size forecast methodology is presented for use by the managing
agencies to guide recommendations on future harvest of spring chinook
salmon. The further development of this fcorecast and a harvest model is
encouraged. The estimated in-river run of Klamath River spring chinook in
1890 is 16,000 acults.

o



KLAMATH-TRINITY RIVER BASIN SPRING
CHINDOK SALMON STOCK EVALUATION AND RUN-SIZE FORECAST

Introduction

The creation of a commercial gilinet fishery in 1989 attempting to target on
Trinity River Hatchery (TRH} spring chinoox salmon stocks has caused concern
about the status of the spring chinook stock in the Klamath River Basin. This
nas forced management agencies to address and develop a spring chincok salmon
management strategy. [ue to the scant information on the natural stocks of
spring chinook salmon in the Klamath-Trinity Basin (Table 1), & therough
portrayal of natural stocks 1is not available. Any conclusions concerning
natural stocks of spring chinook must use hatchery return informaticn and
harvest information collected by the various management agencies. Data
collected by the California Department of Fish and Game {(CDFG) at the Junction
City weir and at TRH form the bulk of the information available in the basin in

regards to run size status. Additional information is provided through coded-
wire tag (CWT) recovery information from the ocean and in-river fisheries, and
hatchery returns. The following presentation is provided to initiate this
management strategy. It is hoped this information will provide a forecast of
the 1990 Klamath River spring chinook run size, harvest impacts and escapements

which will allow the Xlamath Fisheries Management Council to make recommendation
on fishery expansions, future allocations of harvest and the establishment of

specific escapement goals for the important management units within the basin.
1t should be stressed, this analysis provides a view primarily of the hatchery
component of the spring chinook run,

Information for this evaluation and forecast was compiled by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (Service) in an attempt to describe the spring chinook stocks

and develop a run-size ferecast for Klamath Basin spring chinook salmon. The
run size forecast method utilizes hatchery return and release information to
develop a relationship between hatchery production and Klamath River run size.
This stock evaluation also describes harvest impacts occurring in the ccean and
river fisheries. Harvest impacts are described through CWT recovery information

from the ocean fisheries, in-river fisheries, hatchery rack and natural spawner
segments of the populatien. CWT recovery information is extrapolated to

represent unmarked hatchery fish through use of a production multiplier.
Run Timing
The spring chinocok salmon returning to the Klamath River Basin appear to begin

entering the Klamath River mouth as early as February (information collected by
the Service's net harvest monitoring crewsj. The typical run timing (based on
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observed harvest patferns) is believed to be late March to mid- Jung in the
lower Klamath River (mouth to Weitchpec)({Figure 1). The run peak 1is usually
Tate April through late May, again based on haryest patterns in the Yurok net
fishery (Table 2).

Run timing in the Klamath River above Weitchpec 1is harder tfo define.
Information from stream surveys 1in the Salmon River indicates that spring
Chinook hegin to appear in holding pools as early as June (Jack West, USFS,

freka, personnel communication). Spring chinook salmon returning to the Trinity
River Basin begin fo enter the lower Trinity during May. Harvest information

collected by the Hoopa Fisheries Oepartment concerning the Hoopa net fishery
shows peak run timing to be June and July (Table 2).

Information from the CDFG operated weir at Junction City during 1984 through
1989 shows peak migration of spring chinook occurs in late June. By mid to late

August the spring run has passed the weir site (Figure 2). In September and

October fish passing Junction City are fall chinook migrating up river to
spawning areas.

Field work done by the Service in 1988 (Randy Brown, USFWS Lewiston, personal
communication), using direct cbservation to count spring chinook 1in holding

pools in the upper Trinity River [above Junction City) from late May through
mid- September, shows a peak influx of fish in mid~June., Counts held steady and
then decreased in late August as fish migrated into spawning areas. Fish seem
to prefer water depths greater than 10 feet in shaded areas of Jow velocity.

Spawning was cbserved to begin in mid September.

Hatchery return information indicates that spring chinook enter the hatchery

between the first of September and the first week of QOctober {TRH annual
reports, 1973 through 1985). This time frame is approximate, however, due to
the operation of the hatchery ladder and recent increases in run sizes of spring
and fall chinook returning £¢ TRH and the inability to differentiate the races.
This issue is addressed in a later section.

Harvest Patterns

Harvest of spring chinock originating in the Klamath River Basin occurs in
various ocean and in-river fisheries (primarily the ocean troll, in-river sport
fisheries and Indian net}. CWT spring chinocok have been recovered from Columbia
River sport and net fisheries, the ocean groundfish fishery, and fisheries in
Puget Sound and British Columbia (PMFC 13990).
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Table 2. Monthly Spring Chinock Harvest Egtimates,
- LHIOK and Hoopa Net Fisheries, 19841989

Yurok Fishery Hoopa Fishery
Middle  Upper '
Year Month Estuary Klamath Klamath
1984 April 1 20 4 10
May 3 90 25 10
June 1 35 10 30
July 50 18 & 180
August 0 it} o S0
September 0 0 0 G
1985 April 5 48 51 0
May 2 96 104 240
June 33 35 75 358
July 569 10 80 1689
August 0 0 0 348
Septermnber 0 0 0 0
1986 Aprii 5 54 38 10
May 8 37 76 103
June 15 71 169 719
July 15 5 188 1115
August ] 0 0 168
September 0 0 0 0
1987 April 10 51 18 0
May 11 115 120 387
June 250 10 163 1837
July 538 0 402 1694
Augusi G 0 0 348
September 0 0 o o
1688 April 2 20 18 0
May 251 178 264 437
June 225 512 227 1734
July 1188 0 0 840
August 0 0 0 s
September ] 0 0 0
1989 April 123 445 181 0
May 360 1331 1217 £63
June 307 232 479 8583
July 60 17 13 372
August 0 0 0 310

September 0 0 0 0

[#)]
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Figure 2. Adult Chinook Weir Counts at Junction City, 1984-1888.
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As with the harvest impacts of fall chinook saimon, the recruitment of spring
chinook to the fisheries is size related due to mesh selectivity of gill nets
in the river net fishery and size regulations in the ocean fisheries. Analysis
of CWT information from these fisheries describe the age specific impacts and
because of the 1ife history and size at age of spring chinook, CWT release
groups of TRH spring chinook stocks have differing contribution rates to the
various fisheries, The following harvest impact analysis is based on CWT
recovery information from 1976 through 1984 brood years of TRH spring chinook
stocks,

As pointed out by Hankin (1985}, analysis of CWT recovery information concerning
spring chinook must take into account the fact that spring chinook mature during
the early segment of the typical commercial troll season (May through June),

This causes maturing spring chinook f{p have different vylnerabilities fo the
troll fishery than non-maturing fish of the same age and similar size., Due to

time constraints and data needs this analysis does not address this issue. This
aspect of ocean harvest should be investigated in the near future.

Qcean Fisheries

The primary ocean fishery impacting Klamath River spring chinocok stocks is the

commercial troll fishery from Coos Bay to Fort Bragg (Table 3). Recoveries in
trne troli fishery far outnumber recoveries from the ocean sport fishery, Based
on CWT recovery information from all ccean fisheries, TRH spring chinoock stocks
in ocean fisheries is equal to or greater than harvest from in-river fisheries
{Table 4). The age composition of the harvest in all ocean fisheries is 2% age

2, 75% age 3 and 23% age 4. The mean fork length of CWT recoveries is 66.9 c¢m
{unweighted mean based on PFMC recovery summaries). The small size and large

component of age 3 fish is no doubt driven by the fact maturing fish are leaving
the fisheries mid- season (May and June), leaving immature fish (and possibly
smaller) to contribute to the remaining fishery. As stated earlier, this
phenomenon must be accounted for in describing harvest impacts remaining.

In-River Fisheries

Based on known harvest patterns of the Indian giilnet fisheries collected by the
Service and the Hoopa Fisheries Department, it has been shown that the
subsistence net fisheries harvest an average of 3,350 adult spring chinook

annually (1,570 for the Hoopa net fishery and 1,780 for the Yurok fishery}{Table
5). The majority of the harvest occurring in the Yurok net fishery occurs in

the Klamath &len to Blue Creek areaz and from Johnseons to Moore's Rock (Figure
3). Depending on river flows and spring weather patterns, harvest s
concentrated in mid- to late April through late May. In recent years (1986
through 1988) a number of spring chinook (identified through CWT recovery) have
been taken during July in the estuary of the Klamath River. The estuary

o
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Table &, Yurok and Hoooa Spring Chinook Net Harvest 1980-1889,

R

Yurok Harvest * Hoopa Harvest

Area Estuary Klamath Total Rate Total Rate

Comm  Subs

1881 1320 397 1717 0.18 1080 018
1682 172 2288 2440 0.32 715 0.14
1883 80 480 510 e st
1684 52 188 247 0.08 380 G138
1986 580 484 1074 0.10 1000 0.10
1986 41 651 692 0.03 2022 0.08
1987 786 860 1848 0.03 4148 008
1988 1677 1249 2926 0.04 2727 0.04
1989 208 6844 3g28 4775 0.18 1978 0.08
19801989 582 1165 1781 0.11 1870 0.0
19841988 830 1229 18893 0.07 2042  0.09

* Harvestrate basaed on estimaled run size at Klamath River mouth.
** Harvest rate based on estimated run size at Trinity River mouth,
*** No spring chinook estimate made by CDFG,
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receives little net fishing pressure early in the spring due to high river flows
and debris problems. By mid-June the effort in the lower Klamath River net
fishery has been greatly reduced due to low catch rates. The mean fork length
of the spring chinock taken in the Yurok net fishery has been 75,8 cm (5=5.46,
n=32), 74.0 com (s=7.43, n=49), 72.0 cm (s=7.07, n=139) and 68.9 cm (5=4,87,
n=103), in 1985, 1986, 1987 and 1988, respectively (U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service 1989}. A commercial fishery targeting on spring chinook in the estuary
of the Klamath River during June and July of 1989 harvested 206 chincok, The
mean fork length of spring chinook sampited during this fishery was 72.5 c¢m
(s=5.42, n=171}. The age composition of spring chinook (based on CWT
recoveries} in the Yurok subsistence net fishery has averaged 0% age 2, 39% age
3, 60% age 4 and 1% age 5 over the 1978 through 1984 brood years (Table 4),

The majority of the net harvest in the Hoopa net fishery occurs during June and
July. The mean fork length of the spring chinock taken in the Hoopa net fishery
has been 73.3 c¢m {n=204}, 69.1 cm (n=460), 70.9 cm (n=592), and 69.9 cm (n=363)
in 1985, 1986, 1987 and 1988 respectively (Hoopa Tribal Fishery Department
1981). The age compesition of the spring chinook {based on CWT recoveries) in

o~

the Hoopa net fishery has averaged 1% age 2, 52% age 3, 46% age 4 and 1% age 5
(Table 4),

The sport fishery in the lower Klamath and lower Trinity Rivers occurs at the
same time as the net fisheries in the respective areas. There is no harvest

information available to describe impacts from these fisheries, The sport
fishery above Junction City occurs during July through September. The age
composition of the spring chinook (based on CWT recoveries) in the sport fishery
above Junction City has averaged 9% age 2, 65% age 3 and 26% age 4 (Table 4).
Based on run size estimates from the Junction City weir, the sport fishery
annually harvests 13% of the estimated adult run size above Junction City (Table
&),

Concerns as to the impacts on natural stocks of spring chinook by subsistence
fisheries are real and should be addressed to provide dncreased protection to
these stocks. This concern does not lie with the Indian gillnet fishery only,
however; all fisherijes discussed here share in impacts orn natural stocks. The
lack of harvest information from the Klamath and lower Trinity River must be
addressed in order to provide necessary information and identify harvest impacts
on natural stocks. A dip net fishery at Ishi Pishi falls {Klamath River Rk 97)
must be monitored and harvest estimates generated, preferably by the Karuk
Tribe. Due to the location of this fishery and the sensitivity of the natural
spring chinook stocks in the Salmon River any harvest, no matter what magnitude,

must be described.
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Spawning Escapement

Natural Stocks

Spawning escapement information on spring chinook is scant except for surveys
done in 1987 through 1989 in the mainstem Trinity River above the HNorth Fork
Trinity, counts at TRH and the estimated escapements above Junction (ity {Table
6 and 7). The major spawning areas for natural spring chinook in the Trinity
River Basin include the mainstem Trinity River, the South Fork Trinity River,
Canyon Creek, New River and the North Fork Trinity River. The major spawning
areas for spring chinook in the upper Xlamath River Basin appear to be limited

to Salmon River and its tributaries (Wooley (Creek, North Fork and South
Fork)(Table 1)(Figure 1). In the Trinity River above Junction City, 26% of the

run has returned to the hatchery while 62% of the run has returned to natural
spawning areas since 1984. This 1s not presented here to describe the

hatchery/natural composition of the run, but to describe the apportionment of
the returns by the estimation methods.

The only spawning escapement goal established for natural areas in the Klamath-
Trinity River Basin is 6,000 adult spawners for the Trinity River. This goal
is stated in the Trinity River Restoration Plan, Goals for other areas have not

been established and current information is Jlacking to allow proper
determinaticn 1in many instances.

Prespawning mortality of adult spring chinook 1is a concern. At opresent,
mortality rates have been as high as 65% (Bi11 Heuback, CDFG, Arcata, personne]

communication). While mortality seems to be stress related rather than disease
related, & better understanding of this phenomenon is needed. For this

analysis, a prespawning mortality rate of 50% is used for age 3, 4 and § fish.

Trinity River Hatchery Stocks

The escapement goal for the hatchery is 3,000 adult fish annually {IGH does not
produce spring chinook salmon) with an assumed male to female ratio of 1:l.1.
The assumed fecundity is 3,000 eggs per female. From information obtained in
hatchery records since 1977, the average adult escapement has been 4,020, the

male to female ratio has been 1.4:1 and the fecundify has been 2910 eggs per
female (Table 7). It should be pointed cut due to different methcdologies used

to estimate the spring/fall chincok cut off, the hatchery returns presented in
Table 6 and Table 7 are different. Hatchery records had to be used to define

the fecundity and the male/female ratio.

The age composition of the natchery returns (based on CWT recoveries from all

releases) has been 11% age 2, 57% age 3, 32% age 4 and 0% age 5 (Table 4), Size
information from a 1983 brood year yearling (October) release and a 1982 brood
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year fingerling (June) release of spring chinook recovered at the hatchery is
shown in Table 8 to provide the reader with an idea how size at return is
refated to release sirategy.

Table 8, Size at age of TRY spring chinook returns fram a 1982 brood fingerling release and a
1983 brood yearling release,  Information presented by sex (M or F), size is
forklength in centimeters.

Size at Age
Release 2 3 4 5
Code . By Size Site M F M F M F M F
Fingerting
6-61-41 8 81/1b. TRH B — 86 63 72 72 - 74
Yearling
6-61-60 83 11/%b.  TRH B - & 62 75 7 - -

Information obtained from Bill Heuback, CDFG, Arrata,

Table 9 presents the haichery reiease data, converted to pounds, from the 1978
through the 1984 brood year., Table 10 presents the CWT returns recovered at the

hatchery racks. From this information an age composition of returns from on
site releases has been described as 60% age 3 and 40% age 4 returning adult

fish. This informaticn is presented to provide additional details on hatchery

production and returns. Table 11 presents the CWT relfeases for the brood years
1976 through 1984 with their associated unmarked releases and production

multipliier values.

Contribution, Exploitation, Maturation and Survival Rates

Contributions to the various fisheries have bDeen estimated for the CWT
represented release groups from TRH and are presented in Tables 3 and 4. VWhile

the estimated harvest presented here is not able to describe overall harvest
rates on the spring chinook stocks, it is a guide to show contribution ang

satterns of one fishery relative to another fishery.

fomt
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Table 9. Pounds of Spring Chinook Released on Site, by Size

Brood

vear Yearlings Fingerlings Total .
76 8286 20827 28813
77 11111 Q 11111
78 46983 14440 §1423
79 8855 2800 9785
80 3478 0 34782
81 28140 18768 48908
82 28840 1875 27415
83 43585 0 43588
84 44583 0 445883
85 86206 44408 130611
88 15777 27536 43313
87 0 32978 32979

78-87 26712 10879 37881

80-85 30914 16695 468609

20



Table 10, Age At Hecovery of Returning OWT Relsases at Halchery Rack,

Brood Age At Return Total
CWT code Year 2 3 4 5 _Recoveries
86108 Y76 18 17 £3 3 a2
66104 Y77 G 117 g7 1 224
86111 F78 82 85 3 0 120
66112 F78 78 189 11 ¢ 278
86130 Y78 56 348 222 0 624
88131 Y+78 2 58 214 3 277
66132 F79 184 116G 35 1 165
66133 F78a 40 113 41 0 184
66134 Y79 83 265 161 1 510
86136 Y+79 14 43 B8Y 0 144
56139 Yao 54 178 49 5 288
66135 F81 15 a7 81 o 133
86137 Y81 13 121 308 1 440
86138 Y8z 21 238 108 0 362
668141 F8z 5 28 18 1 B4
66140 Yags 101 594 377 3 1075
56143 Ya4 108 789 232 4 1114
On site suUm 587 3108 2079 23 5778
% all age  0.10 0.54 0.38 g.0C 1.00
% adults 0.80 0.40 0.00
Fingerling sum 208 543 191 2 944
% all age 0.22 0.58 0.20 0.0C 1.0C
% aduits 0.74 0.26 0.00
Yearling sum 438 26843 1631 18 4727
% all age 0.09 0.58 0.35 C.00 1.060
% adults 0.82 0.38 0.00
Yrling+ sum 16 101 301 3 421
% aif age 0.04 0.24 0.71 0.01 1.00
% adults 0.25 0.74 0.01
All Rel sum 888 3287 2123 23 6092
% all age 0.11 0.84 0.35 0.0C 1.00

% adults 0.81 0.39 .00




Table 11.8pring Chinook CWT release Information,
in numbers of fish released,

Brocd Release #Marked #Unmark Totai# Production

Code Ysar Type Release Release Relesase Multipiier
66106 78 Y 84230 4770 898000 1.05
88104 77 Y 56840 2368 53208 1.04
686111 78 F 192800 7200 200000 1.04
66112 78 F 170800 824845 995345 583
66136 78 Y 191918 46058 237974 1.24
£6131 78 Y+ 134948 24864 159812 1.18
66182 79 F 187494 126806 200100 1.07
66133 78 F 181134 35478 216612 1.20
66134 79 Y 86594 174 86768 1.00
866136 79 Y+ 35666 1284 36960 1.04
66138 80 Y 34601 527 35128 1.02
66138 81 F 182635 1066840 1249475 6.84
66137 81 Y 98637 259831 358268 3.63
66138 82 Y 96461 235831 332292 3.44
86141 82 Yy 146184 £681 151875 1.04
66140 83 Y 0293 344184 434457 4.81
66143 84 Y 98568 465402 B63970 572

™3
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A cohort anaiysis for the 1976 through 1984 brood years is presented in Table
12. From this analysis exploitation and maturation probabilities can be
estimated. These are presented in Table 13. The ocean exploitation rate used

in the table is the ocean harvest divided by the starting population. The In-
river exploitation rate is the in-river harvest divided by the In-river harvest

plus the in-river escapement.

Exploitation rates in the ocean of the various release types (fingerling,

yearling and yearling plus {March release)) show fingerling to contribute most
as age 3 while yearlings have a steady contribution from age 3 through age 5.

Contribution of yearling plus releases to the ocean fisheries increased with age
(Figure 4). Yearling plus releases were discontinued after the 1879 brood,

Exploitation rates in the in-river fisheries of the various release types show
fingerlings contribute most as age 3 fish while yearling releases show

increasing contribution through age 5. Yearling plus releases contribute most
as age 4 fish and Tike fingerlings contribute 1ittle as age 5 fish {Figure 5).

Maturity probabilities for the various releases (Figure 6) show a wide range as
age 3 fish but are very similar for age 4 fish. The vast majority of this wide
range was caused by the yearling plus releases which have been discontinued.

Age 2 survival estimates (Table 13} seem to show a dramatic increase in the 1983
and 1984 brood years. The exact reason is unclear, but river conditions, ocean
conditions and hatchery practices may all play a part in this increase. As with
the fall chinook stocks, these increased survival rates were reflected 1in

increased returns to the basin.

Age and release type specific vulnerability rates were calculated for the ocean
fisheries. Vulnerability rates for in-river fisheries were not addressed due

to undefinable partitioning of the in-river harvest. This will be done as a
future refinement.

Run Size Forecast

The method used here to forecast the TRH 1990 spring chinook adult returns is
similar to a method used by the Washington Department of Fisheries (WDF 1989)

in forecasting the Skagit River Hatchery spring chinook returns. For the Skagit
River Hatchery return forecast a return per brood pound of release value was

calculated over a ten year average. This value was applied to the respective
brood release returning in the current year to forecast the hatchery return as
shown below:

23
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1990 adult hatchery return = {1986 brood pounds released on-site) x (1980

through 1985 hatchery return/brood pound released on-site rate),
This methodology has been modifisd to reflect multiple age of returns by release
type {fingerling and yearling] and the proportion of spring chinook escapement
of hatchery origin that return to the hatchery.

The estimalion of adult (age 3 through 5) run size returning to TRH is based on
CWT data from the 1980 through 1986 brood years. Values of return per pound
released were determined by release type (fingerling or yearling) and age (2
through 5} by summarizing CWT recoveries from TRH and spawning ground surveys
and expanding them by the appropriate production multiplier (Table 14). The
proportion of hatchery spring chinook returning to the hatchery was calcultated
by dividing the total recoveries (returns) to the hatchery by the total return
(hatchery and natural) for each CWT code by age {Table 14a). Average values for
returns per pound released (by release type and age)} and proporticon of returning
adults to the TRH (by release type and age) were used to estimate the adult {age
3 through §) return to TRH by multiplying the pounds of fingerling and yearlings
released in 1985 through 1987 {Table 9) by the appropriate average return/lb,
and the proportion returning to the hatchery.

Adult Hatchery Return=

e G (pounds released | ( average return per) [ average proportion}
%;? i for a brood year}ii . pound released )ij X \ returning to TRH /1{

i= release type (f=fingerling, y=yeariing)
j= age at return

To caiculate the adult run size above Junction City, the 1984 through 1989
hatchery component of the Junction City run size (Tablie 6) was applied to the
TRH return forecast,

adult run above Junction City = (1990 TRH return forecast) {1984 through
1989 hatchery adult run-size component).

To calculate the Kiamath River adult run size forecast the assumption that 90%
of the basin run originates above Junction City is applied to the Junction City
run size ferecast,

+

Klamath River aduilt run-size = (Junction City adult run-size

forecast)}/0.9C.

-~}

[ B8]



Table 14. Return per Pound Reieased of Spring Chinook Expanded by Production Multinlier by Release
Type, Age and Brood Year,

Fingerfing Yearling

Age Age

Brood

Year 2 3 4 B 2 3 4 E
1976 N/A N/A NIA N/A 0.0027 0.0428 0.0382 D.o008
1877 NiA NiA NIA NiA 0.000% .0580 0.G189 0.0002
1978 0.1030 0.2400 0.0138 0.0018 0.0188 0.0189 0.0001
1979 C.0288 0.4290 0.0300 0.0007 0.0123 0.0783 0.0440 0.0003
1880 N/A NIA NIA N/A 0.0503 0.0520 0.0290 0.0C14
1981 0.0085 0.0273 0.05843 0.6017 0.0315 0.0724 0.0005
1982 0.0107 0.1258 0.1947 0.0005 0.0032 0.03581 0.0223 0.0008
1983 NIA N/A N/A NIA 0.0230 0.2729 81977 0.00%1
1984 N/A N/A NIA N{A 0.0975 0.4887 0.1001 0.0008

Average 0.036% 0.2055 00732 (.0008 0.0215 0.1174 G.0883 0.0008

* NJ/A ~ No fingerling CWT codes released

Tabie 14a. Proportions of Spring Chinook Expanded by Production Multipiier Recovered at TRH
pv Helease Type, Age and Brood Year,

Fingerling Yearling

Brood Age Age

Year 2 3 4 g 2 3 4 5
1978 N/A N/A NIA N/A 0.808 0.051 0.188 0.600
1977 - NIA N/A NIA NIA 0.800 0.188 0.571 0.800C
1678 0.342 0.337 0.340 0.840 0.56% $.583 1.00C
16879 0.805 £.203 1.000 Q.500 Q.807 0.533 1.000 0.800
1980 NIA NIA N/A 0.314 1.000 0.485 1.000
1881 1.000 0.493 0.544 1.00C 0.490 0.544 0.250
1982 3.2683 0.128 0.054 1.000 0.875 ¢.908 0.628 0.000
1983 NIA N/A NIA N/A 0.488 0.240 ¢.210 0.300
1984 N/A NIA N/A N/A 0.143 0.211 0.257 1.000

Average 0.603  0.290  0.484  0.750 0.697 0472  0.504 0.572

* N/A -~ No fingeriing CWT codes released
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Table 15 presents the calculated run sizes using this method and compares them
to the run sizes estimated post season. While the general trend in run size 13
seen , the forecast method usually under predicis compared to the post season
astimate, It is recommended further work be done to refine the forecast
methodology. The run forecast and in-river harvest schedule are presented in

Table le.



Table 18, Calculated Hatchery Returns and Junction City Run Sizes
Compared To Actual Post Season Estimates, 19811989

Calculated Actual
Hatchery J.C. Hatchery J.C.
Year Return Run size Return Run size

1981 3808 12530 2405 7813
1982 2472 115857 1226 5731
1983 523 ® 830 "
1884 2785 9328 738 2485
1885 3034 9498 2645 8278
1988 3263 10781 7083 23463
1687 3783 205661 8466 48018
1988 8771 38089 13905 81872
1989 8880 33048 5508 27238

* No Estimate Made by CDFG




Table 16, 1990 Aduit Spring Chinook Run Forecast

1990 Spring Chineok return to TRH forecast
(85-37 finger and year rei pds * average fing,yearling returnirelease type) = 3462

1850 Spring Chincok run Above Junction City forecast
(90 TRH returng)™(78~-89 hatchery run size component) 14154

1940 harvest scheduie for Spring Chinook in Klamath Basin

TRH escapement needs 3000 adults.

Trinity River natural spawner escapement goal is 6,000 aduits

Yurok Subsistence fishery takes 7% of the Klamath River mouth run size

Hoopa Subsistence fishery takes 8% of the Trinity River mouth run size .

Recreaticnai fishery above Junction city takes 13% of Spring Chinook Run

Run size above Junction City is 80% of the Klamath River basin Run size

Klamath escapement is assumed to be 2 per cent of run size at Weitchpec

Lower Trinity Escapement is assumed 10 be 3 per cent of run size entering Trinity River
Recreational fishery harvest levels in the Klamath and lower Trinity Rivers are not available
Commercial fishery harvest are not presented at this time,

Run size Harvest Harvest rate
sport and net
Kiamath Mouth 15727 Yurok  Subsistence 1138
Trinity 14297 ‘ Commercial 0.28
above J.C. 12625
Hoopa Subsistence 1243
Commercial Escapement rate
Escapement natural and hatchery
Karuk Dip Net '
Klamath 292 0.74
Lower Trinity 429
Upper Trinity 7781 Sport  Above J.C. 1746
TRHH 3222 Lower Trinity
Klamath



References

Hankin, D.G6. 1985, Analyses of recovery data for marked chinook salmon released
from Iron Gate and Trinity River hatcheries, and their implications for
management of wild and hatchery chinook stocks in the Klamath River system.
Contract Report, Bureau of Indian Affairs, Redding, Califernia. 124 pp.

Hoopa Tribal Fisheries Department, 1989. Annual Report. 1988. Hoopa Tribal
Fisheries Department, Hoopa, California. 34 p.

PMFC. 1990, (oded-wire tag recoveries along the west coast of North America.
pacific Marine Fisheries Commission, Regional Mark Process Center, Portland,

OR,

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Annual Report., 1988. Klamath River fisheries
assessment program. U.5. Fish and Wildlife Service, Fisheries Assistance
0ffice, Arcata, California. 79 p.

Washington Department of Fisheries. 1989. Memorandum: Preliminary 1989 Puget
Sound Spring and Summer/Fall Chinook Forecasts.

Personnel Communications

Brown, Randy. 1990. Fishery Biologist, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Lewiston,
Califernia.

Hueback, Bill. 1990. Fishery Biologist, California Department of Fish and Game,
Arcata, California.

West, Jack. 1990. Fishery Biclogist, U.S. Forest Service, Yreka, California.




aoB'6  vB81'9  ¥6C Y 6091 498 099 BEGY 90c 606 gyl 00091

i66'e B00°L  ¥OE'Y 604°L 86 955'2 5008 PEC 8/8'6 co2 000'91
L24'8 £29L Gev's 016°1 80'L Zyv'e 0802 192 289’0t 8L 000’91
€9€'L  [£9'8 009 oLe'e ¥ AN TAN 0519 g9e oyt veET 000'91
6F9'9  1S¥'6  94G'" cLe'e geet 120l Lges 9le oeg'el 08T 000’91
¥€L'S  992'0F 9PL'L R IA chY'L 00t 41 L6y EVE vio'el 992 00091
026’y 080'LL 91L'L L12'2 84957t 986°11 7928 FAN 862'cl 282 000'glL
9oLy v¥B8'LL Z8E'R AT A £49'1L 2ig'el FAN T (55 288’y 862 000'91L
7 T 5775 s Eholoae 521G 5715
1saake)f sdensy adeosgy adensy  asAoqy unyd  3sansepr) Anuy ung] adeosq unyy
e10)  [BlIO] [BimEN Hul Jods TP uelpuj 1amony AU wewey  yiewery

"S1USUIBIRO5T DU SISHAIBH] IUBIINSSY PUE 158AIEL] ATBUSIH 18N PO/ UIAA 0Z15— UL 19AIY UIBLWIE]Y 16 1860510.] ‘87| 8ige |

BedEl 225/ /82792 e%v's [92°G el oy £62't lge's  J2i'0§9 €20l 000'Gq
BC'EL LLL'PE ZSe'vE 069'L 984y 0e8'9e  BEL'L 108'2  0i5'6t 086 00005
OSLEL 00408 Z16'LE  1TB'Y 608"y irl'ee 9201 iPg'9 CLO'LY 288 000'GY
LIG'6 68222 LB¥'6L 219 oEg'e vov'ez  Ll§ 180'9  9S¥°98 b 000'0p
2r8'9  g/8'ce ov0'/i £8E'S LGE'E 184’52 164 1ge's  668'ie 199 000'se
eov'2 J9P07 LIg'YL vig'y cig'e 960’22 ©88 LOS'y  2ve'eE 8ss 0000
G6L'G 85041 94121 GvE'e tee'e SLy'el 049 10R'c 49.'22  S9¢ 00062
986y  PPE'EL L6 gl0'e Gi6°L el gst Wwo'c  gzZe'gl 2l 00002
LLL'E EEE'0L 9082 088 gt 6Y0'LL  ZYE 082’2 1/9'tl 642 000'si
8Pz 228’9 048’y 9eg'l 856 998°2 8Ze ges'lt piv'e agi 00001
=T BdEsES
1saAley adeosy edeosy edednsy BADGY BZiS~Uny Anuuyg 1seaiey azis-uny  adeosy aZ15-uny
g0l ol jeimeN HYlL vodg o Iamol  ueipy Ay yrewepy Hrewepy

"B3IEIG AjSnDIAGIg Soley JUBWATESST pue so1ey 155AIB1) BUISH
‘siuswadesy pue siseAreH palewnsy Buimoysg sazis-uny Jeald yiewepy jo sbuey /| ajqe ]



tedd gnih Yrii S8l Sc8ct 1 AY 24 P4 3] ol s Beil LelSt 0661
gEBLL 0809 e068 822ge  ©.092 048 2¥ie 59692 69 £681 oLvie 588
08024 6E86 L95Z 48I61 BLGLL 008 Lg4t 96661 80 028l e 68-8.
LBYEE 5086 g4qie 6624c  986I1T 1344 gi6l ¥eg¥e 05 S4iv  £9662 6961
6Su68  SUGCL LAY eL619 £6E6S 816t FXA XA geses  sogt g6 69189 8861
£806C 95ve L4978 gLogy  90¥gF  Oopvi g¥iy cBGLY 646 avoi 81909 2861
HLBEEL B804 £¥52 cobee o6l L84 [ AV 085ve 10S 69 eviSe 84861
£68%  S¥8C ges 8.8 Livg £62 0001 ¥8.6 661 Y201 £E0LL G861
Faol sel EFAY g8ve glse 68 08e 662 i9 ive L92E vast

oes S 045 £861
gHEE 82al L8G9 L84S STAA Y B4l il 1608 yoL O¥ve iyad 86l
PAL I3 S0¥c arig ei6. L0EL 092 0601 1598 441 FAYAS 16501 L8614
Pigi Lvs ot 10ge 8602 LL €86 8452 2§ Gov 890¢ 061
2005 2591 8621 Y964 €524 92 Leel Svee L8t ©641 61801 6/61
veEyL  08se AT gia8l FAR YA 129 Sele 868502 gcy TR B880GE BL61L

veil
aUndsy  adedsd I I ar Q.mwwm Wi IMT 1SaAlel) 94iG Uy adedsy yiewiepy] 1sealel] azZig uny ea )
prirgenN HH L ISANL 08Y 8TIG UNY URM DBO Ul 1) ISAILE D8

edoo}p

Aquu] yrewey 1SAiH 08y

AGINA  lewepy

Juiod 1ey) o] BlBULISS aZIS UNI B JO %G1 pabeioat '9g61—1 861 Ul UIBNEd 1SAAIRY O} IS 919M 086L— §/6] uj Wwelted 1sanrel UB|pUY|

SZIS UNJ UISEG WIRWIEY S11US JO 9406 S| "D SAQGE 8218 U Joay AUl L 68681-9961
9Z|S UNJ UISBQ Ylewey aljjus [0 945G/ SI'0'P 9A0GR 825 UNJ Jeald AlUL L S861-8261
‘uojjeunioju) pue suolduinsse Bumolio} Buisn pajoniisuon

"Sjustisdessg Dujumeds pue 51S8AIRH "621s UnJ o0 U|U) BUJIGS WINPY 6861-8/61 ‘g1 9jqe]



ATTACEMENT 6

March 1, 1990 Sug Masten, Non Hoopa Rep.
Klamath Fishery Mgmt Council
PO Box 910, Xlamath, Ca 233348

Charles Fullerton, Chairman
Klamath Fishery Management Council
Dear Mr. Fulilerton:

As you are aware, and as was discussed 1in depth at the last
long range planning meeting, the Klamath Fishery Management

Coucil has as its directive under PL  99-532, to “"Make
recommendations” to the California Department of Fish and
Game, the Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife, the

Pacific Fishery Management Council, The Hoopa Tribe, and the
Bureau of Indian Affairs regarding their regulations for
harvesting anadromous species which originate in the Klamath
Basin.

Toe date, even with the above directive, 1t appears that the
Xlamath Fishery Management Council was created for one
purpose only: That being to “"keep a tight rein” on the
Yurcok gill net fishery.

While we have made every effort possible to present the
Council with our proposed harvest management plans, even
before we know what our allocations are, we have yet Lo see
and review the plans for any other fishery at the Council
level. This includes state of Oregon, State of California,
or in river harvests.

It is difficult for us to understand why the Indian fishery,
which oegcurs in August and September, must come foreward
with complete regulations in March, while fisheries which
start in May have yet tc present to the Council their plans
for the season. To insures that the management entities are
treated equally, we recommend that the Council make it
requisite that agencies and states adhere to the mandates of
the Council. )

We further recommend that the Council review it's
proceedures and time table, and provide written directives
to all management entities in order to cease this

digeriminatory process.

Sincerely:

Sue Masten



KLAMATH FPISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
MARCH 1-2, 1990

ITNITIAL YUROK POSITION STATEMENT

REGARDING THE KLAMATH RIVER SPRING CHINOOK STOCKS

The Yurok Fishers at this point in time are not willing nor
prepared to negotiate allocation of Spring Chinook Salmon.

The Bureau of Indian Affairs introduced a test fishery Eor
this fishery in 1989, Due to wuntimely political opposition
to the proposed fishery, it was started too late to be of
any significant value for economic information nor for
biclogical data.

The fishery was again presented to this Council in early
February of this year, and was defared to this meeting date.

We consider this ,once again to be classified as a test
fishery. The number of fish proposed for commercial harvest
is =not an unreasonable number according to the Dbest
available data, and we seek the Councils recommendation to

procede with this test fishery to determine the
harvestablity and marketability of this stock in the
eSCUArY. . We will not enter into negotiations until these

factors are determined.

We have taken into consideration all of the hiological data
available for the protection of the natural component of
this stock.

We expect a favorable decision on the Spring Chinock test
fishery from the Council at this meeting to avoid the
untimely process of last year.

In addition, we suggest that before allocation negotiations
procede that the following data be provided to all users:

1. Information on the River sport fishery impacts on these
stocks.

2 Data on the vulnerability of maturing vé. non maturing
stocks in the Ocean fishery.

3. Suggested regulations for the Ocean fishery which would
protect the natural component of these stocks, as they are
currently the primary harvester of Spring Chinook.




KLAMATH PISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
MARCH 1-2 19%0

INITIAL YUROK POSITION STATEMENT

REGARDING THFE XKLAMATH RIVER PALL CHINOOK STOCKS

During the negotiations of 1985-86 the Tribes of the Klamath
Trinity Basin conceded to a harvest rate sharing plan which
would allow them an opportunity to harvest approximately 30
percent of those Klamath origin fall chinook which were
available for harvest in any given year. It was stated at
the time, and still holds, that Yurok fishers consider that
an equitable share of the harvest for the Tribes be at least
50 percent. But, due to economic, biological, and data
needs at the time the concession was made for 30 percent.

What has happened in reality is an entirely different
matter. The total percentages of wuser harvest of Klamath
erigin Fall Chinook stocks, both pre-~agreement and post
agreement are shown below!

1979~85 Average 1986~1989 Average
Ocean Harvest 84 percent 80 percent
River Sport 5 percent 5 percent
Indian Harvest 12 percent 13 percent

* 1086-89 average based on using a preliminary figure of
108,000 for ocean harvest of Klamath stocks in 1989.

We realize that mueh of the problems in achieving an
equitable harvest share for the River fisheries has been due
to the past miscaleculations of pre-season stock abundance
predictions. That is not our major concerm, you have not to
date heard the Indian community participate in “biologist
bashing”, nor do we intend to, even though miscalculations
have cost the Yurok Tribe and Indian fishers several million
dollars. We realize what a difficult task it 1is to make
predictions with the current available data.

What we are adamantly opposed to, 18 the pre—-season
arbitrary and capricious nature of the allocation process.

Keeping the negotiated harvest rate shares in mind, ocean
.325, River .325: In 1987 the PFMC chose to raisse the
harvest rate 1n the ocean to .35 while holding the River to
.525 at the expense of the spawning escapement; In 1988 the
PFMC chose to raise the ocean harvest rate to .39 while
holding the River to .325 at the expense of the escapement;

In 1989, once the escapement rate was legally fixed, the



PFMC c¢chese to allow an ocecean harvest rate of L3735, and to
arbitrarily hold the River harvest to the numerical level of
the previous year, which eguated to a harvest rate of .49,

The decision of 1989% alone cost the in River fishers 10,400
fall chinook salmon.

The Yurck people are leoking for BQUITY in the 19%0
negotiations. Due to extreme shortfalls in our allowable
harvest from 1986 through 1989 we insist that the Klamarh
Council’s biological team analyze the effects to the ocean
fishery under a harvest sharing agreement of .30/.60 for
199¢,

As we make this request, we want all user groups to be aware
of the face that wunder the current in=-river sharing
agreements which have been in place, and working well, since
1986~ the Yurok commercial harvest of fall chinook would be
a mere 10,000 £1ish. This is in comparrison to commercial
harvests of 29,000, 25,000, 25,000 fish respectively in
1987,88, and 89,

WITH REGARD TO PROTECTION OF FOUR YEAR OLD NATURAL STOCKS:

In 1989 the Bureau of Indian Affairs, and the Yurok People
made every effort possible to shift the major impact of the
commercial gill net fishery off of the natural four year old
Klamath fall chinook. This effort was aborted by local
politics.

In 1990, once again we will attempt to convince our Indian
fishers of the importance of protecting the August run of
natural four year old brood, and to shift their efforts to
the later running hatchery stocks. But, with this shif:t in
effort, as recommended by the team, we will expect that our
harvest rates will be recalculated, resulting in additional
allocation of three year old hatchery stocks.

In addition, to offset the possibility of an underestimated
prediction of stock abundance, we will consider the
possibility of having a "target Harvest" for the September
fishery rather than a strict quota, Which may give us the
opportunity to harvest any unpredicted over abundazance.

We also request that every effort be made to address
the issue of over harvest of natural four year old stock by
the ocean fisheries. Specifically, that a complete GST study
be conducted on the September near-~shore ocean fishery.




KLAMATH FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
MARCH 1-2, 1950

INITIAL YUROX POSITION STATEHENT

REGARDING THE KLAMATH RIVER COHO S5TOCKS

The Yurok FPishers at this point in time are not willing to
negotiate allocations for Klamath origin Coho stocks.

It 1s also very evident that the data required for
allocation 1is not avallable at this time.

The Bureau of Indian Affairs will present a draft test
fishery plan to the Council in June of 1990 for  this
species.

As with the 3Spring Chinook, our fishermen must have the
opportunity to assess the harvestability and marketability
of this species before negotiations can occur.

We will regquest data on what the curent harvest of this
species 1s in the ocean and the in-river fisheries.



ATTACHMENT 7

iN-RIVER/ CCEAN SHARING FOR 1990
Feb 28,1980

Background:

In 1985-86, and later in 1987, sharing agreements were reached for
distribution of the harvest of Klamath fali chinook. These agreements were
based on principies and a committment to working together, and on the
hasic minimum needs for the different fisheries. The specific numbers
agreed to at that time were a reflection of the advice of the technical
people based on the data they then had available, Specifically, at that time:

~ The ocean fishery outside the KMZ was thought to harvest about a
0.25 share of Klamath stocks for traditional seasons beginning May 1.

-This would leave about a 0.08 share for the ocean fisheries inside the
KMZ. 1t was thought that the general contribution rate inside the KMZ
was about 1 fish in 4 that were of Klamath origin, but it was hoped
that by selecting certain areas and times, this could be improved
upon.

-The in-river people placed a priority upon assured ceremonial needs,
subsistance needs, commercial opportunity if possible, and upon
assured recreational opportunity. This transiated into aneed for a
certain number of fish. At the time, a harvest share of 0.30 or 0.325
appeared to provide enough fish to meet their needs.

Since the agreements were reached and signed, the technical data and
understandings of harvest rates and contribution rates have changed.
However the minumum needs for the various fisheries has not changed,
nor has the need of the resource for a certain spawning escapement rate.

PROPOS AL

It is not fair or equitable to expect the ocean troll fishery to shoulder the
entire burden for the changes in technical understanding, anymore than it
would be fair to expect the in-river people Lo reduce their expectations to
fully assure the minimum needs of the ocean fishery. All fisheries should
be proportionally reduced, inorder for the needs of the rescurce to be met,
but without any one fishery sharing a disproportionate burden. In terms of
1990 stock sizes, and ror specific fisheries this would be:
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~KMZ troll plus sport expected a 0.08 share of the Klamath impacts
originally. They have actually harvested slightly more than this
(0.085, 1986-89 ave). This fishery should target for a 06 to Q7
share of the Klamath impacts.

~-Qutside the KMZ, ocean fisheries expectied to harvest 0.25 but have
actually harvested 0.40 to 0.42, with varying seasonal restrictions.
Seasonal restrictions should be imposed to target a Q.34 share
of Klamath impacts.

-With 1990 stock sizes, in-river fisheries expected to harvest 34,000
fall chinook. With proportional reduction this wouid be 27.000 to
28.000 fall chinook, and still achieve the 1950 escapement goal of
66,000.

This equates to a 208 reduction for each fishery, with ocean/in-river
sharing rates of 40/.45 or 41/.44 This maintains the agreed on
escapement rate, and level for 1990 of 66,000 or 67,000 fall chinook.

SPECIAL CONSIDERATIONS

1. If these levels do not meet Tribal ceremonial and subsistance fishery
needs, then special consideration should be given to these needs.

2. If afishery is able to better utilize its allowable Kiamath impacts, it
should receive the benefits of this effort,

3. The proposed tribal fishery on spring chinook provides a commercial
opportunity but does not have a proven ability to be successful, it is
essentiaily untried. The projected catch ievels for this fishery should not
be included in the target in-river catch of 27,000 to 28,000 fail chinook.
Any Spring commercial harvest will be an addition to this harvest level for

1590, .



ATTACHMENT 8

NOTES ON THE
KLAMATH FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL
IN-RIVER HARVESTER’S MEETING
ARCATA, CA

15 FEBRUARY 1990



Febyruary 15, 1990,

Sue Masten agreed to chair the meeting. It was agreed the meeting is
sponsored by the Klamath Fishery Management Council, rather than the
California Department of Fish and Game.

Objectives include:

o Provide, to California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), language
for a pre-adoption statement of in-river sport fishing regulation
options. This is needed for the next meeting of the Fish and Game
Commission on 1 March.

o Clarify and negotiate criteria for propeosed in-river harvests.

MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT ON 1AW ENFORCEMENT.

The MOA was volded by reinterpretation of State law on authorities to crogs-
deputize law enforcement agents. A new MOA, not including croess-deputization,
is expected to be signed by CDFC, BIA, and Hoopa Tribe in March or April.

PROPOSED NET HARVESTS ON THE YURQOK RESERVATION.

The following updates and expands on discussions of the Klamath Fishery
Management Council on 5-6 February in Brockings. .
Lamprey.

This fishery will be conducted mostly with baskets, for sale of live fish,
Lamprey may not be covered in the law enforcement MOA. No other discussion of
this proposed harvest was requested.

Spring chinook.

{Masten): We provided a written draft harvest plan to KFMC, but other
harvesters have not. I intend to write to the KFMC requesting, again, that
all proposed spring chinook fisheries be brought to KFMC for timely review,

We will bring more detailed plans for our subsistence and commercial spring
chinook fisheries to KFMC for review at the spring series of meetings. Both
fisheries will be shaped to concentrate on Trinity Hatchery stock. Our letter
will also call for collection of needed data on spring chinook.

Discussion:

(Bostwick, DeVel, Odemar,and Waldvogel): Our concerns with the net harvest
plan you presented at KFMC include:

o Opening and closing dates.

o Provision of passageway for sport beats moving through the estuary to
fish perch. .




o]

Lo

Consider tide cveles in setting fishing hours.

Concern about bycatch of steelhead, including hallfpounders.

Magnitude of proposed net catch... can spring chinook stock support
the additional harwvest? Confused over whether you are asking KFMC to
review a cateh target for the commercial fishery alene, or for the
combination of commercial and subsistence.

Adequacy of level of spring chinook net harvest wmonitering effort.

Problem of marketing salmon <26~ in length.

Regponse {Masten, Tuss, and Robinson):

O

Opening/closing dates: We have revised our plan from what we
presented at KFMC., HNew dates are still tentative pending review by
Yureck community.

Dates/times presented to KFMC:

Area I commercial fishery: 28 May - 15 July, or until target is
harvested; fishing permitted Tuesday through Saturday, noon to
midnight.

Area I subsistence fishery: No opening day regulation; close 15
July; same days/week and hours as commercial fishery while both
fisheries are underway.

Driftnets and setnets to fish on alternate days; no mesh
restrictions.

Current proposal:

Area I commercial fishery: 15 May - 14 June, days/week and hours
as above.

Area I subsistence fishery: No opening day regulation; close
April 20; reopen 15 May - 15 July, days/week and hours as above.

(Masten): These restrictions will be hard for us to sell to the
community, so are subject to change. The alternative we are offering
is basically: continue subsistence spring chincok fishery as in the
past, and drop the commercial fishery.

Appiication of closures in Area II is possible... not sure yet.
Bycateh of steelhead. The 1989 spring chinook commercial fishery took

an estimated 7 steelhead... don’ t anticipate much bycatch as long as
most nets are 7 - 7 1/2” mesh. If steelhead catch increases, this



will be picked up by weekly reporting of net harvest monitoring, and .
the net fishery could be modified.

¢} Magnitude of proposed catch: (Tuss) As requested by HFMC, we are
working with CDFG to refine our 1990 spring chinook run size
projection.

o Adequacy of monitoring: (Tuss) 1If there is a commercial fishery, we
would add one monitoring crew to work in the estuary.

0 Marketing of 22-26” salmon: {Tuss) We estimate that 3-5% of the net
catch will be <26”. HNo biological reason not to market these adult
fish. They will be marked as net-caught, so can be distinguished in
the market from troll-caught,

Fall chinook.

{Masten): Our considerations in drafting the harvest plan submitted fo vou
today:

0 Preserve some kind of commercial fishery in a year of projected low
run size.
o Target on 3-year-olds of Trinity Hatchery origin, minimize harvest of

4s by shifting effort to a late fishery.

o Stay with the .35/.525 harvest rate combination called for in the .
five-vear agreement.

o Hope to generate an additional net harvest of 2-3,000 by convinecing
the Tech Team that vulnerability rate of age 3 fish is higher than has
been assumed. This would increase the projected inriver harvest at no
cost to ocean harvest, nor to spawning escapement of 4s. Data to
support will go to TAT next week.

o Allocate the inriver harvest share {(anticipated to be about 34,000) as
per last year’s agreement: Meet minimum needs of sport and net
fisheries, then allocate any remainder 23%/73% sport/net,

o Harvest some coho.
{Masten}: Qur proposed fall chinook harvest plans
As proposed to KFMC, by Overberg letter of 26 January:

o Commercial fishery, Area I: Cpen 14 August, fish until 63% of the
catch target is taken... fish Tuesday through Saturday, 7 p.m - 7 a.m.
Reopen 10 September until 15 October, Tuesday through Sunday, noon to
midnight. No quotas or targets applied to second phase of the
fishery. Mesh restricted te & 1/2” during the second phase, to target
Trinitcy 3s.




. °

Subsistence fishery, Avea I: Open 31 July, fish 24 hours/day unzil &
August, then switch to same davs/hours as commercial fishery until the
subsistence target is reached.

As we now visualize it (these optlens have not been reviewed by Yurcok
members) :

Q

Commercial fishery, Area I: Open 3 September through 15 Octobsr, orv
until 6500 fish are caught. Fishing would be allowed during the day,
to give access to fish on all tides.... as we are concerned about
missing the fall chinecok... having them leave the estuary before we
cateh the target. Note that USFWS seine catches drop off after 20
September.

Subsistence fishery, Area 1: Open 15 August, fish Tuesday through

Saturday, 7 p.m - 7 a.m. until 65300 fish are taken... we anticipate
this will take about 3 day’s fishing. Reopen 3 September {Labor Day)
through 15 Cctober, or until 3500 f£ish are caught... hours same as

commercial fishery.

Response {Bostwick, Waldvogel, Cribbs, DeVol):

Q

Coho.

Concerned about daytime netting in September... it will be less
productive anyway, while night netting is occurring. How about 48
hours on, 48 off in September. (Masten): Would consider night fishing
only 3-10 September, then open all hours if we have some quota left,..
this would avoid most sport fishing conflicts.

Concerned about gillnetters anchoring in midafternoon.
If your plans change after meetings with Tribal members, let Bostwick

know. (Masten): We will have our September fishery propesal refined
in 2-3 weeks...before next KFMC meeting.

{Robinson): We will provide KFMC with a cohe harvest plan.

{Bostwick): I am concerned about coho allocation...about effects of late net
season on angler harvest of coho.

SPORT FISHERY HARVEST PIANS

Spring chinook.

(Odemar): Hard to see why KFMC needs a lot of detsil on the Klamath sport

fishery.

That fishery is open year-round, consistently takes about 9-12% of

the spring and fall chinock runs. There isn’t a lot of detailed management...
although we have made closures in Trinity River to protect salmon holding in

pools.

Hope we can use Cralg Tuss’ stock evaluation and run size projection

as technical basis for a spring chineck sport fishery harvest plan. Our



target would be a sport harvest of about 10% of the projected run, managed by .
bag limits and gear regulations.

(Masten): Your harvest plan should also say what vou propose to de to protect
natural stocks,.. for example, how will vou reduce poaching of spawners?

{Robingon): Also need to identify data needs for sport fishery management,

{Cribbs): Any proposed changes in sport harvest regulations must be
accompanied by an environmental lmpact analvsis... with long review periocds,
provisions for public comment. Hope the State can draw on the Yurck/BIA
impact analysis.

(Odemar): Don’t think changes in Klamath salmon sport regulations are likely
for 1990... 1991 more realistic. (Bostwick): But KFMC still needs to know
specifics of the 1990 harvest plan, as displayved in angling regulations.
Example: Prehibition of angling in tributaries, teo protect spawners. {(Odemar):
I hear the consensus of this group as: no regulation changes needed for 1990
spring chinook river sport fishery.
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(Cribbs): For 1991 regulation changes, we would need findings of fact from
CDFG not later than mid-August 1990, for the late August Commission meeting.
Agree with Mel that emergency changes in regulations could be made much

later...over a timeline of a few weeks.
B R SR l

(Odemar): Would like to see a legal interpretation of Part 460ss2(b) of the
Klamath Act... as to how far management agencies need go in submitting

proposed harvest plans to KFMC for review.
B S FU VIS IS IUR NESR U RURRI RSN

(Masten): We need an impact analysis for ocean harvest of spring chinook as
well... CWT data shows this is the largest harvest,

Fall chinook.
Much of the above discussion applies to fall chinook as well as spring

chinook, No proposals were made for changes In fall chincok sport harvest
regulations.
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February 16 19290,

The third annual meeting of this group was convened by Mel Odemar. Attendees
are listed in Attachment 1. Principal expected products of the meeting will
be agreement on a desired level of ocean sport harvest in the Klamath
Hanagement Zone (KMZ), and agreement on regulatory mechanisms to hold the EMZ
sport harvest within desired limits.

Background.

The recommendation of this group last year was a KMZ sport fishery impact of
8-10,000 Klamath chinock. Given contribution rates of Klamath chincok to the
KMZ sport harvest in recent years, that impact translated inte a KMZ sport
chinook harvest of 60-80,000, which became the catch target recommended by
this group. The Klamath ocean harvest model predicted a 1989 KMZ sport catch
of only 26,000 chinock. Actual catch was about 71,000.

In 1990, Klamath, Rogue and Sacramento fall chinook stocks are estimated to be
less abundant than in recent years. The target ocean catch of Klamath chinook
is 93,000... down from 138,000 last year. Age 4 chinook are at very low
abundance -- ocean stock size estimated at about 40,000. Last year’s harvest
allocation formula would get 98,000 adults back to the river in 1990, of which
34,000 could be harvested. If the harvest rate combination of the five-vear
agreement 1s used, ocean Kiamath impact would be held to about £8,000 fish.
This is just background, no point in arguing these issues today...let's focus
on KMZ sport harvest.

Review of 1989 season,

Scott Boley has some preliminary information on 1989 KMZ Klamath impacts by
time-area cell... indicates need to limit harvest in July and August, when
impacts are highest. These may contain some errors of calculation:

KMZ sport catch Klamath contribution

Month KMZ Speort Catch rate (%)

May 2519 15.8

June 14178 13.5

July 39731 30.7

August 13427 20.0

Sept 1234 12.0

Total 71089




. Joe Lesch provided a graph of cumulative catch, against time, for the ¥MIZ
sport fishery. (Attachment 2).

Noteworthy features of the 1989 KMIZ sport catch:

o]

Much higher impact on Klamath chinook than expected. Klamath model
predicted an impact of 65-7,000, versus a post season estimate of
17,40G,

Heavy cateh in July, with high Klamath contribution rate.

Skewed age structure: 3-year-old age group was very weak.

Unusual geographic distributien of catch: 2/3 in California ports, as
opposed to typical 50/50 California/Oregon.

Estimated harvest rate on Klamath 45 was 44%. This needs to be
brought down in 1990 to 33-34%.

Comments:

Don't like to see the sport fishery penalized by having 1989 data
included in the Klamath model database... it was an atypical year.

Don’t understand why the model uses only data of most recent 3 vears.
Fish abundance appears to cycle, so maybe data from years ago is a
better predictor of next year than is recent data. ({(Martin): Two
problems with this: Estimates of ocean stock abundance only go back a
few vears; and fishing effort -- the strongest connector between stock
abundance and harvest -- is wvery different now in the KMZ from that of
years ago. Our model predicts the abundance of the three major
stocks, then uses the recent historic catch mix to predict how these
stocks will appear in the 1990 catch.

Considering how far off the model was in predicting Klamath impacts of
the KMZ sport fishery, wish we could get away from managing by this
model.

Don’t agree with biologists that 3s were at low abundance last
year...outside the KMZ, many chinocok were small, (Cdemar): Estimate
of Klamath age structure was based on coastwide data... we are
confident that abundance of 4s will be low in 1990.

Predictions for 1990 (Gdemar and Boley).

Following are Klamath impacts predicted for the 1590 KMZ sport fishery by the
Klamath ocean harvest model. Numbers are preliminary and contain errors.



Harvest of Harvest of

Month Elamath 3s Klamath 4s
Fall 89 90
May 75 32
June 1657 151
July 2844 1186
August 1166 225
Total 5142 1664

The model predicts a KMZ sport catch of 18-19,000, for a Klamath contribution
rate of 32-33%. DNote that greatest Klamath impacts are predicted £o be in
July and August,

1990 igssues and concerns.

o

Runs should be bigger after all the money invested, yet they arven't.
Looks like mismanagement by agencies, (Response): Trend of major
chinook runs is, in fact, upward.

Sea lion take of salmon is excessive... their pepulation should be
reduced,

(Hayden): Note handout (Attachment 3) indicating that, while the KMZ
sport catch of Klamath chineck increased in 1989, it was still a small
factor in the total harvest of Klamath falls.

On the other hand, the ocean fishery would have met the target .37
harvest rate except for the runaway KMZ sport fishery

We didn’t do badly in meeting the ocean harvest rate target last
year... we're not too far off... so let’'s not be negative about trying
again this year. KMZ ocean harvesters have a good record in reaching
agreement and getting those agreements enacted inteo regulations.

Let’s continue our successes.

All fisheries will be down in 1990. KMZ anglers should accept that
they may be held to an impact of 6-7,000 Klamath chinook,

Believe there were lots of salmon in the ocean in 1989 that were never
contacted by the limited fisheries. (Martin): Disagree...no reason
to think there were significant numbers of unaccounted fish. If they
weren't harvested, they should have appeared in the river,

Harvest rate management caused pain in the Coos Bay troll fishery in
1989, Sport anglers should be willing to share the constraints.




o Foresee that KMZ sport fishery management in 1990 should be similar to

1489, with some alterations to account for the big July impact on
Klamath stecks,

o Concerned about statements to the media on big sport fishery

impacts... such as what was said at the Fishermen’s Forum. Much of
this stuff seems to come from the troll industry.

o KMZ ports will again be conecerned about maintaining reasonable troll

landings. Humboldt Bay Harbor District has resolved that the troll
fishery should not be unfairly reduced in the KMIZ.

o Concerned about reduction in late fisheries accessible from Brookings,
These fisheries benefit day boats and have relatively little Klamath
impact.

° See no reason to end the KMZ sport fishery in September... most

Klamath fish have left the ocean by then.

Development of sotionsg Ffor 1990 KMZ speort fisherv.

Jim Martin summarized options available for management, including positive and
negative features:

One-salmon bag: Really works to dampen harvest.... but hurts charter
industry, and encourages high-grading.

Cohe/chinook ratio in daily bag: Works well if there are enough cche to
fi1l the bag... works well with charterbeats, but some problem with skiff
anglers distinguishing species. Ratio fishery can be applied to iust those
parts of the season where coho are reasonably abundant. Another refinement
is trigger dates.

Closure of wvarious days/week: Used north of Cape Falcon. Weekend closings
really dampen harvest... closing one weekend day can cut harvest 20%.

Limiting weekly bag: Keeps fish hogs from loading up,but hard to enforce
because there are many ways to cheat. There is little cheating with
genercus limits, more with restricted limits. Effectiveness as a harvest
dampener?

Opening/closing dates: In Oregon, it is attempted to provide the "minimum
need" season, and extend as appropriate.

Area elosures: Such as off Klamath mouth.

Arnmual bag limit: Was proposed by CDFG for neorth California ceast, but
lacked public acceptance.



Oregon proposal. .

Martin and Wilkinsen displaved the following management elements propesed for
the ¥KMZ by Oregon interests:

Season:
Open Memorial Day, close Labor Day weekend.
Bag limics:
Memorial Pay - 1 July: 2 chinook/day.
1-31 July: 2 zalmon/day, net more than one chincok.
1 August - close: 2 chincok/day.
Rationale:
Simple.
Dampening occurs during the period of significant Klamath impacts.

Provides local economic benefits.

Avoids perception of runaway sport fishery.

California proposal.

Bob Hayden made the following proposal:
Season:
Open 1 May, close 1 October,
Bag limits:

Bag limit of 2 chinook, except impose a ratio fishery of 2 salmon,
maximum of ome chineook, from 1 July - 15 August.

Rationale:
Assured long season.
Klamath impact dampened during appropriate period.
Permits access {early and late) to other stocks.

Simple.




. Comments on proposals.

[¢]

{Boley): Believe both proposals would model out to about the same
¥lamath impact.

Beth proposals lack reference to trigger dates... assume this is o
minimize confusion, and uncertalnty about when the bag limit
regulation will change.

How about moving the ratic fishery earlier... may not be encugh coho
after mid-July. Reaspoense (Martin): Either proposal would pick up
coho, ., have sesen good coho abundance into August In recent years.

{(Wilkinson): We favor the July ratio fishery, because it affects both
parts of the KMZ about equally... whereas August dampening affects
Oregon more, Response (Odemar): Salmon Tech Team may feel your
proposal doesn’'t provide enough dampening.

The early opener of the California proposal will give California
sports access to coho that will have to be taken from Oregon harvests,
because the projected COFI coho abundance is down from 1989.

Response (Odemar): Coho catch south of Blanco is down in recent years,
because of KMZ troll restrictions. Rebuttal (Boley): True for troll
but not sport. Anglers in northern Oregon were upset about the coho
harvest by the big KMZ spert fishery in 1989. Havden’s proposal for a
late closure would allow sport catches after sports are shut down to
the north.

Trollers are allowed special late fisheries in the XMZ, and we need to
allow a late season for sports to maintain a perception of fairness.
Response: How about restricting that late sport season to areas where
late troll fisheries are allowed. (Martin): Oregon interests would
accept such a shaped late season.

Concerned about perception of fairness if the early EMZ opener is
adopted: sport fisheries te the north don’'t open that early.

{(Martin): A possible compromise on season: 1 May te the weekend after
Labor Day, with an Eel River extension to 1 October, and a pessible
Chetco extension into September.

{(Wilkinson): Would be willing to extend the ratio fishery to mid-
August, if California would give up the early season.

Is the late season proposed by California interests intended to get
what the trollers have, or to harvest fish? (Walters): To harvest
fish. Late harvests zre fairly clean of Klamath fish.

{Hayden): Regarding late season, how about compromising on cleosing
date of 9 September...



Compromisse propogal,

Following are features of a compromise between the California and Oregon
management proposals:

Open 1 May, close 9 September, with a special Eel River fishery through 31
October and a possible Chetco extension into late September.

Bag limit 2 chinook/day, & in 7 days, except a ratio fishery from 1 July to
15 August, 2 salmon/day, no more than one chinook,

Discussion of the compromise included:

Q

Discussion of the ratio fishery: Will it be rendered ineffective by
inability of tourists to distinguish species?
Response: No., People can be educated.

Discussion of harvest targets. {(Martin): This group seems tc want to
manage by season and dampeners, and let the harvest target or Klamath
impact target be whatever the technical people estimate this season
will produce. {Boley): The Tech Team will multiply time/area Klamath
contribution rates -- averaged for the last four years -- by the
projected Klamath chinook stock size, and factor in increased
dampening to project a KMZ sport fishery catch.

{Matson): Compromise locks workable, but if the Tech Team finds it
doesn’'t leave enough fish for a KMZ troll fishery, I can’t seil it to
my constituents. Response (Boley): The compromise will probably model
out to an impact of 5-6,000.. .much smaller than last year’s sport
impact.

We can expect PFMC criticism of the ratio fishery on grounds of
excessive hooking mortalicy. Response {Wilkinson): peer pressure and
education should reduce sorting. (Johnson): People can also be
educated to adjust fishing depth to target species.

{Martin): Believe we can sell this compromise teo KFMC and PFMC. Ve
will need user group testimony to support in PFMC public meetings,
because there will be opposition from northern ports.

Need to get support of skiff anglers and RV park operators.
{(Wilkinson): We contacted these groups in Oregon.

{Boley): Congratulations to user group representatives for the
networking vou did with constituents prior to this meeting.

Adjourned.
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CUMUHATIVE PERCENT OF CaToH

ATTACHMENT 2 I

SPORT CHINOOK CATCH

CUMULATIVE PERCENT WITH TIME
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DATE BY HALF MONTH PERIGD
1886 + 1587 <& 1988 a 1589 x 8659

Statistics presented above represent klamath ocean Management Zone
chinook salmon landings in the recreaticnal { charter and skiff )
fishery at Eureka/Trinidad, Crescent city, and Brookings.
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ATTACHMENT 10

1990 CALIBRATION
KLAMATH OCEAN HARVEST MODEL VERSION: 12.1
RUN DATE 2-28-90 ’ TIME: 14123
EXPLOITATION RATE CHANGE FROM BASE PERIOD: a(.Jk)
FALL MAY  JUNE  JULY  AUGUST
NOCR 1,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
cs8 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
KMZ-T 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
KMZ-8 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FTB 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
soC 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
KILAMATH INRIVER ESCAPEMENT 79800
OCEAN LANDINGS 12140{;!
AGE 4 KLAMATH HARVEST RATE 50.29

KLAMATH LANDINGS ~ ESTIMATES: L{jk)

AGEJ FALL MAY JUNE JULY AUGUST TOTAL
NOR 10 10 160 880 810 1670
CceEB 180 1170 2620 7540 14470 26380
KMZ-T 380 320 8140 2860 3370 14780
KMZ-5 30 a0 1090 3540 1380 8120
FiB €0 3770 7730 17400 3280 32240
SCC o 3120 7970 5080 890 17080
AGE3TOT 870 8470 27710 37200 24200 98280
AGE 4 FALL MAY JUNE JULY AUGUST TOTAL
NOR 120 80 30 200 120 850
csB 180 790 680 2650 1130 8470
KMZ-T 540 260 1730 680 480 3680
KMZ-S 40 30 180 620 270 1110
FiB 0 1460 1860 2220 320 8880
S0C 0 380 1900 620 60 3440
AGE4 TOT 380 3480 6350 7030 23380 20120
AGE3H 1550 11980 34060 44230 26880 118370
CATCH PROJECTIONS BASED ON EXPLOITATION RATE SHIFTS: al.ip*CLYE
FALL MAY JUNE JULY AUGUST 90TOT
NOR
css
KMZ-T 113C0 3100 24400 7800 11300 46400
KiMZ-8 1200 800 7000 145800 4700 22100
F1B
SO0

TOTAL



1989 SEASON STRUCTURE | I|

KLAMATH CCEAN HARVEST MODEL VERSION: 121
RAUN DATE 2-28-80 TIME: 1528

EXPLOITATION RATE CHANGE FROM BASE PERIOD: a(.k}

FALL MAY JUNE SULY AUGUST
NOR 1.00 1.00 0.83 1.00 1.44
csB 1.00 1.00 0.83 0.83 0.7
KMZ-T 1.00 1.60 0.66 0.00 0.88
KMZ-8 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
F1B 1.00 0.55 0.43 (.58 1.00
SCC 1.00 1.17 1.19 1.22 1.00
KLAMATH INRIVER ESCAPEMENT 92400
CCEAN LANDINGS 85500

AGE 4 KLAMATH HARVEST BATE 39.9%

KLAMATH LANDINGS - ESTIMATES: L{ik)

AGE 3 FALL MAY JUNE  JULY  AUGUST TOTAL
NCR 10 10 180 710 1310 2170
csB 180 1170 2180 5220 © 11200 19950 .
KMZ-T 390 510 5410 0 2100 8410
KMZ-S 30 80 1100 3610 1510 £330
FTB 60 2080 3340 10470 3550 19530
soC 0 3650 $550 6480 970 20650
AGE3TOT 670 7500 21710 26480 20670 77040
AGE 4 FALL MAY JUNE  JULY AUGUST TOTAL
NOR 120 80 30 220 180 £40
csB 180 790 570 1810 920 4270
KMZ-T 840 420 1150 0 320 2430
KMZ-S 40 a0 150 840 310 1170
FTB 0 800 810 1350 360 3320
s0C 0 1000 2300 800 70 4170
AGE4 TOT 880 3120 5010 4820 2170 16000
AGE3+4 1580 10620 96720 231310 22840  §3040

CATCH PROJECTIONS BASED ON EXPLOITATION RATE SHIFTS: alip*C{.i[
FALL MAY JUNE JULY AUGUST 90707

NCR
€S8

KMZ-T 11200 5000 16100 0 6500 27600 oy
KMZ-S 1200 00 7000 10500 4700 28100 .

FiB
SCC
TOTAL



GENERAL OCEAN HARVEST OPTIONS == 1990 SEASON
EFFORT REDUCTIONS IN COMMERCIAL FISHERY 1/

CCEAN BLOCK 7 DAY 3 ON/4 OFF 3 ON/4 OFF
RATE CLOSURES 2/ CLOSURES 3/ CLOSURES 4/ CLOSURES 5/
0.50 NO CLOSURES 8/ NOT NEEDED NOT NEEDED NOT NEEDED
0.40 21 DAYS 7 -7 DAY 16 - 4 DAY 10 - 4 DAY

0.375 28 DAYS 9 ~ 7 DAY NCT POSSIBLE 16 ~ 4 DAY
0.35 38 DAYS NOT POSSIBLE NCT POSSIBLE NOT POSSIBLE
0.30 75 DAYS 7/ NOT POSSIBLE NOT POSSIBLE NOT POSSIBLE

1/ CLOSURES APPLIED TO HORSE MT - POINT ARENA SCUTH OF THE KMZ AND
CAPE ARAGO - HUMBUG MT NORTH OF THE KMZ WITH ONE HALF OF THE EFFORT
FROM CLOSED AREAS SHIFTED TO ADJACENT AREAS. KMZ QUOTA SET AT 25000.

2/ CALCULATED AS FULL EFFORT REDUCTION ASSUMING THE CLOSURE IS
CONTINUQUS.

3/ CALCULATED AS 5 DAYS OF EFFORT REDUCTION FOR EACH 7 DAY CLOSURE.
4/ CALCULATED AS 2 DAYS OF EFFORT REDUCTION FOR EACH 4 DAY CLOSURE.
5/ CALCULATED AS 3 DAYS OF EFFORT REDUCTION FOR EACH 4 DAY CLOSURE.
6/ KMZ QUCTA 46000.

7/ NO KMZ QUQTA.

3/1/90 KRTAT



ATTACHMENT 11

United States Department of the Interior

FISH AND WILDLITFE SERVICE

Klamath Fileld Office
P.O. Box 1008
Yreka, CA 96097.1004

Mr. Richard Schwarz

Chairman, Pacific Fishery Management Council
2000 5. W. First Avenue, Sulte 420

Portland, Oregon 97201

Dear Dick:

I am writing to inform you of acticens taken by the Klamath Fishery Management
Council, during their meeting of 2 March 1990, pertaining to proposed harvest
of Klamath River basin chineck stocks in 1990, Please consider these actions

in fermulating options for management of 1990 ocean salmon fisheries.

Spring chinook salmon.

The Klamath Council reviewed a proposal, presented by the Bureau of Indian
Affairs and the Yurck Tribe, with endorsement by the Hoopa Tribe, for a
commercial test fishery to be conducted in lower Klamath River in 1990,
Specifics of the proposal include:

0 Commercial net fishery to commence on 28 May 1990, and to close 15
July.

o Fishery to be conducted in Management Area I (Klamath estuary) with
gillnets.

o Target Indian net harvest of spring chinook, including Yurok

subsistence, Hoopa subsistence, and Yurok commercial fishery, to be
approximately 6,000 adult salmon. It is anticipated that this target
will provide about 2,500 fish for the commercial test fishery.

The Klamath Council endorsed the Yurok/BIA proposal, by consensus.

Fall chinoock salmon.

Sport chinook harvest in the Klamath Management Zone.

California and Oregon ocean harvester representatives met on 16 February
and arrived at the following propesal for management of az 1990 salmon sport
fishery in the Klamath Management Zone:



Open 1 May, close 9 September, with a special Eel River fishery
through 31 October and a pessible Chetco extension into late
September.

Bag limit 2 salmon/day, & in 7 days, except a ratle fishery from 1
July to 15 August: 2 salmon/day, no more than one of which may be a
chinook.

The Klamath Council, with one abstention, endorsed this proposal on 2
March.

Ocean fisheries for Klamath fall ehinook.

The Klamath Council, with two abstentions, voted to request the Pacific
Fishery Management Council to include the following elements in developing
options for 1990 ccean salmon management:

o

Consider a range of total ocean harvest rates, for fully-vulpershle
Klamatrh chineok, of 0.35 to G.42.

Consider stock abundance in selecting base vears for calculating
contribution rates of Klamath chinook in various ocean time/area
cells; and, if appropriate, use a different base than the average of
the mest recent four vears in modelling the 1920 season.

Consider the KMZ sport fishery recommendations presented above.

Consider block time closures, weekly closures, and days/week closures
as possible measures for dampening troll catch of Klamath chinook

Maximize the KMZ troll fishery, consistent with stock conservation and
consideration for basic needs of other harvester groups.

Consider the projected decline in harvest of non-Klamath chinook
stocks caused, in part, by the need to conserve Klamath chinook
stocks,

Consider the social and economic impacts of projected declines in
sport angling, Indian subsistence and commercial harvests, and ocean
troil harvest anticipated to result from low abundance of Klamath
chinook in 1990, including effects on KMZ ports.

Thank yeu for your consideration of these issues. The Klamath Council will
meet again on March 31 and April 1 to review ocean harvest options promulgated
by the Pacific Council.

Sincerely,

23' Cﬂiﬁfu/Z@/%?\\”

E.C. Fullerton, Chairman






